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LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL

DrceMBer 100 1973,
To AUl Members of the Comuiitter oy Banking and Curveney:

I hereby transniit for the use of the Committee on Banking and
Currency the paper submitted to the Subcommittee on Housing en-
titled, “Model (ities Impact on Better Communities,” prepared by
Mr. George .J. Washnis of the Center for Governmental Studies. This
paper provides Members of the Conmittee with an extensive analysis
of the model cities program. The views expressed in this paper do not
necessarily represent the views of any of the Members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Sincerely,
Wrictrr Parsax, Chairman.,

NovEMBER 27, 1973,
Hon. Wricur Parmax,
Chairman, Houxe Committee on Bunking and Curvency. House of
Representatires, Waxhington 1).(",

N

Dear Mgr. CraryMax : Enclosed for your consideration is an excel-
lent report authored by Mr. George J. Washnis of the Center for
Governmental Studies entitled, “Model Cities Impact on Better
Communities.”

The report examines the Model Cities Program in its totality, as
well as the specific experience of eight individual cities. I believe that
the views expressed in the rveport with respect to planning processes,
management and coordination techniques. citizen participation and
program results would be of great value to the Committee in its con-
sideration of community development block grant legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Wirrnnam A, BareerT,
Chairman. Subcommittee on Ilousing.
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FOREWORD

For more than a third of a century, the federal government has given
aid to cities to make improvements in older. rundown neighborhoods.
The Housing Act of 1937 started a public housing program with
a tri gle purpose of new honsing for the poor. jobs for the unemployed,
and demolition of slums. The Housing Act of 1949 started a redevelop-
ment pn?mm with federal subsidy for slum clearance leading to a
variety of new land uses. The Housing Act of 1954 introduced urban
renewal to the lexicon. provided assistance for neighborhood rehabilita-
tion. and required cities to have a workable program for community
unprovement.

e nineteen-sixties saw greater emphasis upon social renewal of
the inner city through a set of demonstration projects funded by the
President’s Commiittee on Juvenile Delinquency and then through the
Community Action P m. By the mid-sixties city and fgderal
officinls berame. convineed of the necessity of marrying programs of
social and physical improvement, and this notion was embodied in the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1963.
which created what became known as the Model Cities Program. It:
took a year to select cities and another year or more to plan
local programs and obtain federal funding, but now a few cities are in
their fifth action year and many more in their fourth. As the demon-
stration ‘periocl draws to a close, Congress is considering consolidating
Model Cities, Urban Renewal. and several other programs into an
even more comprehensive community development program.

As this newest stage of evolution occurs, it is inportant to assess
what has been learned from the Model Cities Program. This is what
George J. Washnis does in this report. which looks at the program
in its totality and the experience of eight cities with ificity. His
conclusions shout planning processes. management and coordination
techniques. citizen participation. and the prodnct expressed in terms
of program results. all of these are relevant to the design and imple-
mentation of a nationally supported, locally administered communit
development program. As a former city administrator. he adds his
practical knowledge of how to get things done.

In the conduet of this study. Camille Cates made a significant con-
tribution to the case studies. and Judy Chavkin served as an editorial
assistant. Loeal reporters provided valuable information from the
eight cities studied: Elliot Friedman (Boston). William Hood and
Thomas (Gray { Chicago). Denise Goodman (Dayton), Jim Hethering-
ton (Indianapolis), Larry Hall and Peter Bridee (Newark). Josh
Friedmen mnlp0 “ayvne Barrett (New York), Neal Baker (Savannah),
and Hilda Bryvant (Seattle).

However. the conclusions and recommendations reflect the views of
the author and are not necessarily those of the Ford Foundation or the
board of directors of the Center for Governmental Studies.

Howarp W. Harnnaax.
Qo Prexident.
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PREFACE

This study focuses on eight cities in the Model Cities Program and
the effects of the program on natiocnal urban policy and the ability of
cities and counties to cope with urban problems. he cities (Boston,
Chicago, Dayton, Indianapolis, Newark, New York, Savannah and
Seattle) were chosen not only for their geographic and &)pu]ation rep-
resentativeness, but also because they were reported to be making some
noticeable impact on their comemunities, whether positive or negative
in nature. However, these few cities have been used only as a base for an
analysis of the full program. Findings of studies conducted by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and others
(plus other studies done by the author) involving as little as one city
and as many as all 147 cities in the Model Cities Program, are used for
comparative purposes, to confirm or qualify some points.

The body of the manuscript is in the form of eight case studies and
deals with the major components of the Model Cities Program and
what impact they have ha({x()m relieving urban problems in each area.
Its focus is on the operation of local general government and how this
has been affected by the objectives, organization and methods imposed
by the Model Cities Program. The overall analysis is a synthesis of
these experiences and how they have measured up to the program’s
main objectives, which include such things as program demonstration
and_innovation. coordination and comprehensive planning, concen-
tration and commitment of resources, citizen involvement, and service
improvement. The evaluation and effect of new programs—Planned
Variations. special revenue sharing, Better (P,ommumtles, block
grants—are compared to Model Cities, which we believe has been the
genesis for many of the newideas.

The full report of this study has been republished in book form
under the title Community Development Strategies: Case Studies of
Major Model Cities.

(Ix
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MODEL CITIES IMPACT ON BETTER COMMUNITIES

(By George J. Washnis, Center for Governmental Studies.
Washington. D.C\.)

I. StMMary oF CoNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Model Cities Program has been the single most effective
instrument for providing local officials with the means and motivation
to give the broadest range of services to disadvantaged areas and to
improve local government operations. It has had a more profound
effect on changing local government operations than other federal
prograins because it has primarily worked within local government
systems and has brought on strong resident influence with it.

2, Contrary to the belief of many, Model Cities has been the federal
program with the least federal interference in local problem definition
and priority sctting. It has given local officials and citizens in 147 cities
almost complete discretionary authority over the types of programs
and the amount of money to be spent. It is doubtful whether special
revenue sharing or other forms of block grants will, in themselves, pro-
vide greater opportunity for local decision-making. However, they will
extend this ability citywide, as has been done through Planned Varia-
tions, an expansion of Model Cities concepts citywide in 20 cities.

3. The federal commitment—in resources or the talent necessary to
fulfill the goals and objectives of the program—was never realized.
The limitation of funds was greatly accentuated because of the require-
ment to develop comprehensive plans. Too little federal money was
spread among too many cities, and funds in almost every city were
spread sparingly among too many programs, The effect has been failure
to reach massive impact in any fanctional program aren,

4. Although comprehensiveness contributed to underfunding. it has
been useful because it has required citv officials to experiment with new
programs and expand proven programs in almost every functional
area, sich as health, employment, edueation. eriminal jnstice, social
services, municinal services. ete. Because of its nsefulness in helping to
achieve more effective coordination and to develop whole information
svstems, comprehensiveness shonld be retained as a planning require-
ment and there shonld he continued emphasis on loeal experimentation
{project innovation and deinonstration) in all program areas. Rather
than eliminating comprehensive systems. they should be improved to
collect and maintain acenrate human resource data in a central muniei-
pal sonree so that plannine technicians do not have to continnally guess
prevailing conditions and so that projections may he imnroved.

5. The recuirement to nse all resources in disadvantaged areas has
heen beueficial to the noor: however, it has restricted the ability to en-
ordinate programs and has hindered the development of citvwide

Y __e3 and cooperation from the community at-large. Planned
l: MC ms is a more desirable approach: first, to continne concentration

IToxt Provided by ERI
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of the ma.joritg;of regources in the most needy areas, but secondly, to
apportion funds citywide to h:»lg solve the city’s broad problems and to

evelop sound management techniques and service effectiveness for the
entire city. Community development legislation should require that
the majority of funds be spent for the benefit of the most depressed
areas in each city and county. Without such stipulation, it is doubtful
whether the problems of the }oor will ever be adequately addressed.
It is not enough that distribution formulas allocate money to whole
cities and counties based on poverty factors. Legislation should make
priorities of need within localities clear as well.

6. Budgets for the proposed Better Communities Act and other com-
munity development legislation now before Congress will have the
effect of maintaining the status quo for most urban areas, reducing
funds for others, and increasing funds in some newly participati
communities. Because of the great needs of cities and counties, funds
should not only be kept at present levels in all localities which are using
them properly. but: increased in many. The formula for the distribu-
tion of funds should be based on need and reflection of the real condi-
tions of poverty. The distribution formula in the Better Communities
Act-does not reflect the truest poverty indices and would have the effect
of passing money to some communities which have a low priority for
community development type activities. The expenditure.of commu-
nitidevelopmnt._ nds shounld reflect national priorities, The amonnt
each community gets should not only be based on need but on plans
localities: submt of how they intend to meet community. goals-and
national- priorities. - o S

7. “Mamteasince of effort” should be required in any-new commu-
nity dévei:gm.?le islation so that cities and counties do not. replace
local tax effort .iwvith federal money and merely maintain the status
quo. Inaddition, there should be some state and local matching require-
ments for community ‘development funds so that local interest and
commitment are maintained. This should alse have the effect of increas-
ing the amount-of money expended for community development pur-
poses in contrast to more traditional nses. : - R,

8. Excessive red-tape and paperwork requirements have been a prin-
cipal fuult of the Model Cities 1glmm, although Planned Variations
has reduced this burden by as much as two-thirds. Block grants, mini-
mum application and reporting requiremeuts, and post-audits would
have the effect of reducing requisites to tolerable levels. However,
officials shonld not regard the development and maintenance of com-
prehensive plans, information systems, and evaluation as synonomous
with delay and red tape. These are natural parts of any community’s
realistic planning and goal setting and are best designed to reduce costs
and prevent delays over the long run.

9. The excellent experience of evaluating projects in the Model Cities
R[rocess should be expanded to all community development activities.

any local and federal evaluation techniques need improvement. Yet
there are many which have proved valuable. Local government has not
made a regular practice of evaluating all local services, except by means
of a more superficial budget review process. The Model Cities evalu-
ation experience should be passed on to other city and county depart-
¢ Furthermore, federal evaluation of local government should
F mc‘xore stringent guidelines for enforcement and compliance with
et 'ommunity objectives.

IText Provided by ERIC
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10. In many cases, Model Cities initiated successful steps toward
improving intergovernmental cooperation and program coordination.
Representatives from private and state agencies have joined to discuss
community goals and to prevent overlapping and duplicate p m-
ming. In a number of cases, standing intergovernmental task forces
have been formed, sanctioned by laws or executive orders and com-

d of top state and regional officinls. Nevertheless, there are extreme
Jealousies among agencies and much more formalized and effective
coordinating mechanisms are nceded. Federal regional councils are
lnelsfmg to achieve federal coordination. State regtonal councils with
aunthority to pian and allocate resources are also needed in the more
complex urban areas. Model Cities, from its small geographic area,
cannot be expected to achieve a high degree of coordination. Planned
Variations will not succeed much further withont full state
cooperation.

11. There has been a notable lack of cooperation from private

roups, particularly business and unions. This has resulted from the
inability of these gronps to identify their memberships and organiza-
tional objectives with the needs of the inner city poor. There has also
been discouragement hyv militant and self-interested “community
spokesmen” and sinply lack of enconragement from local Model Cities
officials. The maturing of the citizen board process and greater concern
for citywide objectives are encouraging more private response. Model
Cities experience has shown that private initiative and resources are
necessary to fully develop the community’s potential.

12, Model Cities has operated largelv under the guidance of loeal
general government in varying degrees of partnership between model
neighborhood residents and city officials. This process has had greater
effect on influencing operations and changing established procedures
of local government than have programs which have operated largely
ontside general government. It has caused local government to eval-
uate seriously many of its programs, change city hiring practices,
expand regular services to disadvantaged areas, institute soeial service

lanning, and become a leader in coordinating other agencies. And
fanned Variations has taken this process a step further by going
eitvwide. S

18. Processes such as A-95 (local clearinghouse’ for federal pro-
grams), Annual Arrangements (priority and reseiirce determination),
Chief Executive Review and Comment (CERC—a strengthening of
the chief executive's review aunthority). Planned Variations, integrated

(federal-local) financial and information systems, consolidated fund-
ing, and other management improvements have been natural evolu-
tions from the Model Cities experience. Althongh Model Cities has
not heen able to take more than the initial steps nor will it have the
opportunity to do so in its present state. it has been the principal
catalyst. This is evident from the fact that fow cities outside the
Model Cities Program have advanced in these techniques.

14. The flexible use of Model Cities funds has been one of its chief
assets, The ability to “buy into” other agencies (under contractual
arrangements). bv offering funds for new or expanded programming,
has enabled Model Cities to secure important changes in agency
onerations. Moreover. any block grant program should net be so

Y _.ntthat it eliminates the advantages of the flexible and catalytic

E MC ‘ederal money.
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15, Model Cities has achieved some degree of innovation and institu-
tional change. Innovations have included such things as model schools,
non-profit corporations. neighborhood health centers, multi-service
centers, decisionmaking by the poor, less restrictive hiring procedures
for minovities, increased employment of minorities in local govern-
ment, new and improved services to disadvantaged areas, improved
city management technignes. and an increased involvement of clected
officials in the problems of the poor. However, Model Cities has only
taken the first few steps. and further aétion along these lines s
essential.

16. Perhaps Model Cities® most notable achievements have been in
improving the processes of local government. including management,
coordination. citizen involvement, and planning techniques. Yet, there
have been improvements in product as well. Services have been im-
proved in most model urens. And the number of clients using facilities
15 gradunlly increasing. Better programming and public acceptance
have meant an improved cost-benefit ratio. Although Model (lities
has not reached its high “quality of life” goals and many individual
programs are failures. this does not eall for the flat abandonment of
all programs but rather careful analysis, elimination of unsatisfactory
projects. and improvement of the others.

17. Citizen participation has been perhaps the most innovative
force in the Model Cities Program and to local general government.
Its innovation lins been not so much in programing. but in changing
the attitudes of local oficials, the ways they make decisions. and in
alerting other community groups of the need to invelve themselves
in government decisionmaking. Although sowme citizen boards have
delayed or damaged some projects, others have improved government
service, communication. and community development. The good far
outweighs the bad. Because some cities have not been able to develop
n satisfactory participation process does not necessarily mean that
meaningful citizen involvement is impossible but rather that city
officials have not yet found the correct ingredients for success. In this
regard. community development legislation should require active citi-
zen participation and provide the necessary resources for it. It should
permit neighborhood groups not only to participate in decision-
making but to operate some programs. The operation of programs has
the effect of increusing citizen board interest, responsibility. and
longrevity.
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TI OVERALL A SSESSMENT
Origing

Many of the principles which have formed the basis of the Model
Cities Program have been a natural extension of past urban programs,
and many of these concepts will be continned in new programs, The
idea for the Mode! Cities Program came out of a Presidential Task
Foree on Urban Problems, appointed in 1965 and chaired by Robert C,
Wood (who later hecame mu\om'cretm;\' of HUD). This Task Force
deew ot lessons learned in such wrban programs as urban renewal, ju-
venile delinquency, community action. and others, but also sought
sigmificant program innovation. (‘ongress enacted the legislation in the
tall of 1966, and at the bill signing ceremony President Lyndon John-
son conferred the name Model Cities on the new program. .

Compared to previous programs there wounld be greater emnphasis
on basic management concepts, such as planning and coordination,
evaluation, and demonstration of new techniques. The most important
additions were ideas of program comprehensiveness. meaningful cit-
izen involvement, and flexible monev—the latter which conld be used
for almost any pnrpose. And as lessons were learned from Model
Cities, they were adopted or proposed for community development and
special revenue sharing leg‘isllnti(m.

Yet. as a practical matter, the urban mind has not changed very
much from the desire to tinker with basic management princéples,
regardless of how programs have been designed. The most significant
bottleneck has always been finding the right sets of people with the
right motivations to make things work.

Decvisions: A Local Responsibiity

Contrary to the belief of many. the Model Cities Program has
worked well in a great number of cities. One of the reasons it has sue-
ceeded where it has is because the right sets of people have come to-
gether, properly motivated and willing to compromise yet preserve its
principles. It is important to note that the success or failure of the
program has always rested with loeal officials, inasmuch as they were
given the decision-making authority to develop their own strategies
and priorities.

Indeed, there was plenty of federal red tape, requirements for volu-
minous reports. monthly evaluations, and time-consuming citizen par-
ticipation. In spite of this, numerous cities moved directly ahead to
design their own organization and programs in order to meet the noeds
of their communities as best they could with the resources available, as
the legislation intended. Procedural requirements were just another
step which had to be coped with. While many cities complained about
federal intervention. others (ineluding most cities in this study) found
their way through the bureaucratic muddle to the real purposes of the
program. And once having mastered the federal process, these cities -
"3 7 content to live with it and even stop griping. although they have
MC rally all preferred greater simplieity.

iy i (3)
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Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that the complex process
did not seriously impede programming in well administered cities,
Administrative costs turned out to be considembgg higher than normal
and an additional bureaucracy was created at the central levels; yet
the operation of services has taken place rather independently in the
field, much as they do in any other program. This is no argument for
complexity, only that it should not be used as an excuse for the failure
of a whole Model Cities Program.

Early in 1972, Floyd Hyde, then head of the federal Model Cities
and Community Development Programs and now undersecretary of
HUD, emphasized the local role by declaring to a group of mayors,
“Let me make it clear, priority setting was yours (cities).”?

Model Cities has always given local officials the responsibility to
determine their own programs, who would run them, and how they
would be operated. There is no indication that under special revenue
sharing, now being considered as a replacement for Model Cities,
better decisions will be made. Some programs may be consolidated
and emlghasm chanyged, but a great deal of this has already occurred
under Planned Variations and Model Cities programs. In fact, the
new decision-making could very well be less concerned about doing
things for the disadvantaged, in housing and human resources
particularly.

Commaitment: Never There _ .
Neither the Congress nor the federal bureaucracies ever really
committed the necessary resources to the Model Cities Program. For
the most part projects could ouly be funded piecemeal, with only part
of the problem addressed. Washington politics also hurt Model Cities.
The original intention was to lunit the experiment to six or eight
cities in order to heighten the impact of the money to be spent. How-
ever, political reality meant that a larger number of cities would have
to be chosen, enough to award one to almost every state and to some
small cities as well for rural oriented Congressmen. Moreover, many of
the cities and counties were selected to gain political support for the
Administration rather than for the quality of their proposals. And a
few cities were required to spend only a few weeks in preparing their
applications of acceptance in contrast to the majority which had to
labor for a year or more in a tedious, qualifying planning process.
The gg‘:it-ical process expanded the Model Cities Program to 130
cities (See Tables I and II for cities and population ranges. Pages 8
and 9), seriously diluting the impact funds would have on each city
and immeasurably increasing the responsibility and scope of th~ fed-
eral supervisory role, which would add to the program’s delay.
There was not enough funds to seriously address the problems of
even & small number of cities, let alone 150. Moreover. the bulk of
money was supposed to come from existing programs in other federal
agencies, with Model Cities supplying the basic working capital needed
to tie programs together in complete packages for each functional
area and at the same time fill all the gaps. HUD's assistant secretary
at that time, H. Ralph Taylor, recognized the funding problems but
characterized Model Cities as an experiment to test the will and com-

Q Citien-Planned vVariations Conference sponsored bv the XNatlonal League of

E MCL Conference of Mayors, Tucson., Arisona, February 24-235, 1972
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ice of communities to meet the problems of slums, in spite of the
rrationality of the pipeline through which federal funds were poured.
The new flexible ﬁnancix:fg— rforming much like a block grant—was
to grease the federal pipeline and at the same time make may-
ors “bolder and freer” in attacking human and physical blight. In
some ways this hapﬂened, but the impenetrable federal bureaucracy
was never fully cracked, and each agency participated only to the ex-
tent it had to. Jealousies and tradition prevailed, and no agency was
willing to give up a great deal of funds or control to anﬁ%aw program.
The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW') was the
principal exception to this but it, too, held cig]l;tly to its reins.

As the years wore on, federal and local officials in many parts of the
country angrily attributed the immobility of Model Cities to the lack
of commitment and fancied what could have taken place if only a
small number of cities had received the funds. Cities like New York
got $65 million annually from Model Cities compared to its 1973 $10

illion city budget.; Boston $7.7 million compared to a $486 million city
budget; Chicago $38 million compared to a $899 million city bu:lget.
The medium-sized cities fared better, getting as much as a third or
more of their regular city budgets. At least two small cities received
more than their city budgets and were able to make considerable pro
ress. Alma-Bacon éounty, Georgia, has baen one of these cities. %Vig
a population of a little over 8,000, it is an example of a real success
story, largely due to the catalytic action of some $1.2 million of Model
Cities funds annually.*

Most cities never received the necessary funds to reach the critical
mass, enough to overturn urban blight. Nor have many of these cities
been able to maintain what they started. In many cases, mini-parks
sit in disrepair among scattered debris and broken et‘uipment; E[ead
Start is bogged down over lack of funds to carry the learning experi-
ence into higher grades; new housing sits in the middle of a sea of
destitution and deterioration; and job training is ta useless with-
out jobs at the end. There is no question that the failure of many in-
dividual programs is due to poor management; on the other hand,
there are successful programs which have fallen by the wayside, sub-
merged in other massive need. There are also programs whica continue
to be successful. .

TasLe 1.—Original Model Cities Participanta

ALABAMA CALIFORNIA
Huntsville Berkeley
Tuskegee Compton
ALABKA Fresno
Junean Los Angeles City
ABKANSAS TL.os Angeles County
Little Rock Oakland
Texarkana Pittsburg
ARIZONA Richmond
San Diego .
Gilla River Indian Community San Francisco
Tucson San Jose

D'T:atc Alltu:-fnccon cl'tourv;lvcsurft—te: lloAd::‘ gﬂo{wkmldanpoeﬁu, Rﬁabsortsen. tm?).l Ui}
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. Tasre 1.—Original Model Cities Participante—Coutinued

COLORADG MICHIGAN
Denver Ann Arbor
Trinidad Benton Harbor
CONKECTICUT Detroit
Bridgeport Genesee County (Flint)
Hartford Grand Rapids
New Haven Highland Park
New London Lansing
Waterbury Saginaw
DELAWARE MINNESOTA
Wilmington Duluth
Minneapolis
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA St. Paul
URL
FLORIDA Kausas City
Dade County St. Louis
Tampa MONTANA
GEORGIA Rutte
Alma Helena
Athens
Atlsnta Afaneheat. NEW HAMPSHIRE
Galnesville & er
Savanuah East O NEW JERSEY
HAWAN st Orange
Honolulu Hoboken
IDAEO Jervoy City
Boi Newark
5o Paterson
ILLINOIS A
I’erth Ainboy
Carbondale Plainfleld
Chiecago ainfie
East St. Louls Trenton
Rock Island KEW MEXICO
INDIANA Albugquerque
Gary Santa Fe
Indianapulis NEW YORK
South Bend Binghamton
IOWA Buffalo
Des Moines Cohoes
RANBAS Mt, Vernon
Kansas City New York City; Central and East Har-
Wichita lem ; South Bronx; Central Brookiyn
KENTUCKY Poughkeepste
Rochester
Bowling Green Nyracise
Covington NORTH CAROLINA
DPikeville Asheville
LOUISIANA Charlntte
New Orleans High PPaint
MAINE Winston Salem
TLewiston
Portland NORTH DAKOTA
MARYLAND Fargo
Baltimore ORI10
Prince Georges County Akron
Civeinnnti
MASSACIIUSETTS Cleve!and
Boston Columbus
Cambridge Dayton
¥all River Martins Ferry
Holyoke Toledn
Lowell Youngstown
Lynn OKLAHOMA
New Bedford Fawton
QO deld Medllister

E MC ter Tuisa

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



9

TasLe I.—0Original Model Cities Participanta—Continued

ORFGON TEXAS

Portiand Austin

PENNSYLVANIA Eagte nss

Edinburg
Allegheny County Houston
Bradford Laredo
Erie Texarkana
Lancaster San Antonio
Philadelphia Waco
Pittsburgh UTAH
Reading
Seranton Kalt Lake County
Wilkes Barre
PUERTO ERICO VERMONT

San Juan Winooski

RHODE ISLAND VIRGINIA
Pawtucket Norfolk
Providence Richmond

SOUTH CAROLINA WASHINGTON
Reock Hiill Tacoma
Spartanburg Neuattle
TENNESSEE WISCONSIN

Chattanooga Milwnukee
Cookeville WYOMING
Nashville—Davidson County Clieyeune

Smithville——_i)olillb Couuty

Nource: National League of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors, June 1971.
AS of June 20, 1972, $1.7 biilivn was received by the 147 cities in the program
and $866 million oxpended. The Admiuistrittion proposes that unexpended funds
frow fiscal years 1972 and 1973 be carried over into fiscal year 1974 to fill the gap
of wero 1974 appropriation.
TABLE Il

Population ~atge Clties approved

Source: Community Development, Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1973,

Concentration and Comprehensiveness

Concentrating in Targct ;Lreax—The Model Cities administrators
at HUD believed that comprehensive programming and the effects
of commitment could best take place with a requirement to concen-
trate Model Cities etforts in small areas of each city, usually about
ten percent of the population or 15000 inhabitants, whichever was
greater. But this had the effect of sowing many seeds of disaffection
and weakening ITUD initial hopes for strong mayoral involvement
in and support for the program.® Many mayors refused to participate
actively beeause they felt it was an invitation to political suicide to
have to choose one aren of the city over another—even having to favor
nne nnor area over another poor area.

O
E lCel Cities in Perspective,”” Fred Jordarn, Model Citica—A Report on Progress, Spes
»

et X Natlonal League of Cities,; U.N. Conference of Muyors, June 1971, p. 4.
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When in 1971 Planned Variations gave 20 cities an opportunity to
develop a citywide strategy of urban development and to double Model
Cities funds, the chief executives reacted favorably. This has enabled
these mayors to treat almost all disadvant areas, to reach the
community at-large with some programs, and to gain necessary sup-
port for bond issues and tax increnses and other comnmnity develop-
ment objectives.? .

The Planned Variations cities in this study—Seattle, Dayton, In-
dianapolis and Newark—have all experienced favorable citizen ac-
ceptance for dealing with problems on a ritywide basis and in a more
realistic way. Moreover, the majority of funds are still being invested
in the disadvantaged areas, but this is the case mainly becanse the
Model Cities mandate for dealing with the poor is still in effect. An
emphasis away from the poverty areas could very well take place
under special revenne sharing or some form of block grants. In the
Planned Variations cities, for exami)le, there is already a shift away
from programs which deal primarily with the disadvantaged and a
change to ]ihysically oriented projects as opposed to human resource
programs. In order to maintain a concentration of effort on the poor,
any new legislation shonld stipulate that a certain percentage of funds
would have to be used in disadvantaged areas.

("omprehensive Planning —By concentrating efforts. there has been
at least some visibility of projects in the tarmet areas. Furthermore, it
allowed some money to he spread in almost every major functional
arvea to fulfill the requirements of comprehensive treatment. How-
ever, it turned out that not enongh money could bhe allocated across-
the-board to carry out the goals established by residents and planners
or to reach the threshold in individual functions where a noticeable and
permanent difference conld be made.

Althongh an excellent planning tool. comprehensiveness caused too
great a diffusion of resources. As it happened. citizen committees were
set up in major functional arcas (usually ten or 12) and each had to
have “their” share of the pie, even though a particular function might
have had lower priority than other functions. To illustrate, in one
case 2 $3 million Model Cities grant was split into 12 parts of about
$200,000 each, and six or ten projects under each function. There was
not enough money in any area to make a meaningful impact, but it
satisfied citizen gronps by giving them all something. The number
of projects in most cities proliferated irrationally, which meant that
instead of having 20 or 30 projects, cities turned up with over 50
(as in Dayton and Newark) and in some cases over 100 (in New
York City 300). In a positive sense, compreliensiveness was servi
1ts purpose as a planning tool; in a negative way, there was little im-

ct on a visible product in the Model Neighborhoocs. Lessons have

n learned, however, and in the past two years, many cities have cut
their projects in half and concentrated funds in high priority areas.

The whole Model Cities planning process was likely the most ex-
tensive ever in the analysis of urban problems in a manner which has
required action and solutions at the end. It meant analyzing root
causes and the reasons why they originated. However, local interpreta-

) ch earlter In 1968, Boston's Mayor Kevin White launched o
FRIC e b il By 8t b e et Wi P 0
- ighborkood Rerosiroes, George J. Washnis, Praeger, 1078, p. 12,
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tion of the planning process was perhaps as confusing as its under-
standing of the citizen participation process. Some officials envisioned
it as traditional land-use planning, which usually produces loads of
material to sit on shelves. But unfortunately, much of the local distrust
for planners and plans was dispelled because community people were
eventually included in the process and because there was money to
deal with problems after analysis. The physical planners began to
consider social concepts in greater depth and to integrate human and
shysical amenities into a single plan. In some cases, social planning
ivisions were added to once sterile, physically oriented detpartments.
And HUD made a point of emphasizing the importance of the inter-
relationships of problems and causes and the past failures of trying
to deal with onc problem (urban renewal, welfare, housing) solutions.
It was soon obvious that the planning process was highly complex
and that a comprehensive plan was not achievable in one year. Its
work would have to be spread out over several years of planning.

The fpls,nmng process has had mixed effects. The results of the first

r of planning were judged a modest success by Marshall Kaplan,

ns and Kahn Associates. who were assigned the responsibility of
studying the Model Cities Program almost from its inception to the
present. At the same time, they enumerated the problems which held
up planning: (1) immediate escalation of citizen participation which
diverted attention away from planning (2) comprehensiveness was
less the result of an organized process and more a facto rational-
ization on paper (a kinc of stitching together), }3) the pressure of
deadlines kept everybody streining at project development and pro-
vided little time for studying and perfecting the process, and (4)
HUD was unable to understand that innovative process does not
necessarily bring about innovative product. *

In its concluding studies of the Model Cities program, Kaplan As-
sociates was still not convinced that the concept of comprehensive
planning was achieved. Most cities still have several planning systems
mn operation and traditional planning departments are still too
physically oriented. To help correct this, they believe that the details
of comprehensive planning should not be dictated by federal agencies;
rather, federal assistance should be in the form of money or staff for
localities to develop their own systems and capability. They express
particular disenchantment that the use of private consultants, who
were hired to do a lnrge part of the loral planning. has not inereased
the capacity of local government to perform on its own. They advocate
the continuation of comprehensive planning throngh an improved
local management system and a stronger role for the chief executive
and his staff. ®

Experience of Citirs. Our study of eight cities coneludes that
progress has been made in comprehensive planning. Cities like Dayton
and Seattle have come a long way in five years, progress which would
unlikely have taken place without the Model Cities and Planned
Variations programs. Even Newark, in spite of its unusual problems,
has made significant strides in bringing all planning elements together

& The Model Cities Progrom: A Hiatory and Analyeis of the Planning Proccss in Three
Qlties, Marshall Kaplan, Gans and Kahn Associates, 1969. pp. 90-92.

Q lodel Cities Program: A Cumparative Analysis of City Response Paltcrus and

EMC«'&!‘W» to Puture Urban Policy, Marshall Kapian, Gans and Kahn Associates,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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and developing an overall city policy in human and physical develop-
ment. Chicago has developed a citywide social planning division, has
combined the resources and planning capucities of the Model Cities
and Community Action Programs. and for the first time has given
serious consideration to the integration of human and physical plan-
ning in most city programs. Comprehensive planning has been ex-
tremely difficult to achieve under New York's complex governmental
structure and is only in its initial stages in Savannah and goston (with
the possible exception of the Dorchester area in Boston).

Indianapolis has proceeded the furthest because of its own aEgre&
siveness and also because federal agencies have given it invaluable as-
sistance. The city is attempting to consolidate all its planning func-
tions and to treat problems comprehensively through a Unitfied Plan-
ning System under the Departinent of Community Services. An im-
portant element is the integrated information flow (Unified Manage-
ment Information System), which passes data from its origins of
federal, state, city and neighborhood units through systems of collec-
tion, processing, retrieval, analysis. decision-making, display and dis-
semination. The management system includes the consohidation of all
funding. and the research and evaluation of all functions and pro-
grams. A team of Community Services Program professionals with
muitidisciplinary backgrounds (planning. economic, sociology,
political science) performs most of the evaluation. Potential trouble
spots are treated quickly. And the basic ‘})lunning staff deals across the
board with all disciplines—human and physical—and also receives
input from a structure of neighborhood councils. Even at the present
time, only one common work program is necessary to meet the require-
ments of each federal agency and only one contract is prepared for
each agency. The city hopes that eventually it will be necessary to (i)re-
pare only one city document for all programs, much as it wounld be
under special revenue sharing or block grants. Already Washington
requires only one annual audit for Indianapolis.

her cities have benefited from the general reduction of red tape.
Shortly after assuming oftice, Flovd }F;de substantially reduced re-
quirements for paperwork by permitting cities to submit simplified
statements on strategy and objectives. on the planning process, and
neighborhood conditions and other regulations. He alzo ordered his
awn staff to cut HUD directives by more than half, or he would sim-
Iv throw ont. every other page. These changes clearly show up in the
lanned Variations Program where the size of applications has been
reduced as mueh as 75 pereent, living proof that the exeentive branch
can make programs eminently more simple for localities and still de-
mand that Congressional mandates Iw carried out. Of course, block
grants would sitaplify the process further.

Conordination

Improving coordination has been one of Model Cities’ most difficult
objectives but at least the first steps have been taken. It has been par-
tienlarly arduons to do much abonut coordinating government units
while working from one small target area. To achieve success in the
coordination of programs and agencies it appears a citywide approach
@ * strong chief exeentive involvement are prime requisites. B{,anned

mc‘ations has taken the next few steps by imnoving in this direction.

IText Provided by ERIC
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Model Cities experienced & number of difficulties in its attempts to
integrate programs and reduce duplications. Agencies and special gov-
ernment units had no intention of giving up power and. in most cases,
chief executives were too far removed to be able to influence gronps
outside of local government. In James Sundquist's Making Federalism
Work, he })oints out that mayors have been expected to undo 50 years
of work of the good government groups which suceeeded in isolating
large segments of government from the influence of chief executives
anl;fethe “evils” of partisan politics.” Normally. cities have been only
one of & dozen or more independent government units in the same geo-
grnrhie area, with little responsibility over education, manpower

ealth, transit, urban renewal and housing. And in many govern-
ments, the mayor finds himself in & weak position under a complex
systemn of boards and commissions. Model Cities tried to by-psss many
of these traditional problems by dealing direetly with the sgencies.

Techniques Used to Improve C ation.—The program’s most
powerful resource has been the ability to “buy into” other agencies in
order to gnin some degree of cooperation. Even the powerful Richard
Daley in Chicago admitted he was unable to move certain agencies
in the direction of meeting city objectives until he was able to offer
them supplemental Model Cities funds. Almost all the cities have nsed
the “buy in” technique. They also established intergovernmental task
forces and hired special staff. Through the catalyst of HUD money,
the states were encouraged to cooperate more than usual by em;))lovmg
state personnel for coordinating purposes and setting up Model Cities
offices to assist locil povernments.

A-05 Process.—The Model Cities Program demonstrated a need to
formalize and strengthen coordinating procedures. One such device
was the A-95 Project Notification and Review System, which was
devised by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), in 1969.
For those programs under \-93. federal agencies require applicants
to submit brief descriptions of their projects to state and areawide
clearinghouses, which in turn are required to clear appropriate projects
with eities and counties. Local governments can make their own review
and request the clearinghouse to pass the comments on to the federal
agencies,

gf\lthmngh the process has helped, it has been less than successful.
Some of the difficultics have been (1) inadequate review staff, (2) too
little “clout,” (3) too few faderal and state agencies ready to par-
ticipate, and, (4) time limitation. which have made the process rather
mechanical. Clearinghouses have heen so understaffed that they have
been little more than large “stapling machines” and their boards of
directors (mostly elected officials from the region) have been too busy
with other matters,

On the other hand. local chief execntives have been nore effective.
For example, Mavor Richard Lugar of Indianapolis hes used Planned
Variations money to increase staff capacity and to improve his review
svstem. He has also devised a questionnaire which other agencies are
obligated to use to secure city approval for projects. This review sys-
tem, like any other. functions only as well as the ahilities of the people
administering it. Indianapolis has had both the will and the resources
to dolvelop a satisfactory system.

Q —
E MC»” Pederntism Work, James L. Sundquist and David W. Davis, Brookings Institu-
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Chief Ezecutive Review and Comment.—To impmvce]‘\:lgén the A-05
process, the Chief Executive Review and Comment ( ) strategy
was introduced 2{ OMB in 1972 for the Planned Variations program.
CERC extends the philosophy of the A-95 process by strengthening
the role of the chief executive, giving him adeqx;:esta} and authority,
and adding ¥olicy develoment to the office. Mayor Kenneth Gibeon
in Newark, for example, created a Maglor’s Office of Policy and
Review and has placed CERC under its director. Indianapolis has
located CERC under a deputy mayor in charge of the Community
Services Department. CERC has not only given chief executives cour-
age to deal with outside agencies, it has also given them the resources
to be able to make some meaningful

Annual A ements—Another system designed to facilitate co-
ordination is ’s Annual Arrangements. It is simply a negotiation
process between federal regional officials and local officials to establish
realistic city priorities, based on the actual amount of federal funds
available during the year. The process takes about as long as ia-
tions for grants have always taken but the important thing is that it
is designed to save time and frustrations over the long-run. Cities
avoid going through the tedious process of applying for funds which
are not there, and communication between the different levels of gov-
ernment is considerably improved.

In any event, it is fair to attribute the development of these new
management techniques largely to the experiences realized under
Model Cities.

Demonatration and Innovation

Two additiona!x%urposes of Model Cities have been demonstration
and innovation. These are usually closely linked, since almost any
demonstration is either a new idea (innovation) or funding for an old
idea in a new city. Usually, however, when programs are simply ex-

anded to increase existing services, they are more demonstrations of
impact than anything else.
the whole, Model Cities has not been the catalyst for & great
many untried projects. However, it has made it possible to demon-
strate how existing concepts can be applied and what effect they will
have in ghetto areas. Making certain projects available in disadvan-
taged areas has been an innovation in itself. And by implementing pro-
grams areawide, some new results have taken place that were not
achieved when applied to a smaller population group, including such
things as more effective community organization, the necessity for
agencies to cooperate and avoid duplication, and the serious analysis of
community problems,

Innovations have been of large and small varieties. Model schools—
composed of adult evening classes, intensive remedial courses for slow
learners, parents in the classrooms, and citizens advisory councils—
were introduced for the first time in Boston, Seattle, and Chicago, for
example. Semi-independent satellite corporations—which operate
manpower, health, housing, and social services in competition with
established agencies—vere created in Dayton. And the introduction of
ideas such as boy scouts, ballet, camp, day care, and neighborhood
health centers to ghetto children have all been novel. Coordinating

Q Hrees, unprecedented state involvement in model neighborhoods,

|- R Ce combination of social and physical planning are new concepts
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to many sections of the country. Indeed, having the poor sit on pelicy-
making boards with elected olli'i}t’;ials isan innovagtion.Poo y

Yet there has been a paucity of ideas from all quarters, including the
professionals and consultants—many of whom contributed to the
plans. Not many new ways have been found to do things, but at least
there is a greater understanding that once ideas are formulated and
community concurrence achieved, it takes skilled help to operate pro-
grams successfully. In many quarters that too is novoE
Institutional ('hange

Some innovations have led to institutional changes. But altering the
basic ways agencies and governments operate is not easy. As we have
already indicated, stone walls exist between most agencies and change
agents who wish to improve coordination, acquire additional resources,
better services, or make agencies more resg'onsive to local general gov-
ernment and/or residents. What tends to happen is that once agencies
get established in that with comfortable civil service positions and
salaries and stable operating clients. At least this is what the Model
Cities Program—with the help of inquisitive residents—found to be
true in most cases.

The likelihood of turning around this seemingly normal buresu-

~ cratic tendency is greater under a system of external (impartial)
evaluation, determined citizen groups, and a chief executive who is
interested. Some of the “new breed” mayors (a majority of those in
this study) have been that as determined to change the way public
agencies and city departments operate as citizens have, and they have
succeeded in many instances. It is this combination which will most
likely continue to succeed. Strengthening the chief executive as the
main actor (through CERC, Annual Arrangements, etc.) might
ive him suflicient responsibility whereby he will have to ‘pro-
uce. It appears that only with the in-depth involvement at local
general government will cities experience rapid and significant insti-
tutional change. So far the more independent Model Cities programs
}ufwi not been highly successful in this respect, there are examples
of change.

Health Uenters.—Model Cities acted as the catalyst for the develop-
ment of neighborhood health centers in seven cities in this study (and
for & large percentage of the 147 cities in the nationwide proposal).
Clinics providing these services to entire geographic areas of the poor
have changed the traditional ways health departments o‘)erate. and it
a;spears the new system is most likely to remain, particularly in light
of the fact that this country’s child health dilemma is its inability to
deliver quality health service (preventive and emergency) to the neigh-
borhood level.

For example, Boston not only changed the way traditional health
institutions operate, it has been the catalyst for incorporating the
Iatest heaith care philosophy of treating all family problems at one
source. And Newark Model Clities can take credit for inadvertently
changing a hackward city health department to one actively engnged
intreating a broad range of health care problems.

Model Schools.—Model schools have credited institutional changes
toat least three cities in this study. The improvement has been success-

Y 1 Chicago. For example, we would like to extend the demonstration
E MC 2 nine model neighborhood schools to the entire system.
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Manpover Centers.—Improving manpower programs has largely
been the task of the Labor Department, but Model Cities has used
mich of its own funds to make additiona headway in the target areas.
Funding manpower centers—as has ocenrred in Seattle—for purposes
of agency coordination, client convenience, and comprehensive treat-
ment of individual problems (health, grooming, counseling, education
and testing and interviewing techniques)—has heen a major change in
the usual way of doing business. Getting state employment service
personnel out of their offices into the neighborheoods and streets to
search for the unemployed has certaiuly changed the outlook of these
once rather staid ngencies. Although the Community Action agencies
were first to make changes in the manpower ficld, Model Cities agen-
cies instituted similar practices in their own neighborhoods.

Semi-Independent Corporations—A number of cities have estab-
lished nonprofit corporations incorporated by the state, Some of the
more effective semi-independent corporations will most likely continue;
others will probably be eliminated in favor of operation by established
agencies,

The chief criticism is that they are competing units which have not
materially changed the way established agencies operate, Much of this
is due to the fact that they are too far removed from the internal oper-
ations of the system. 1t 1s still too early to tell whether agencies will
adopt Dayton’s satellite corporations. On the other hand, corporations
in certain other cities have meluded agency people in their operations,
encouraging them to make changes. Multiservice centers in Chicago
and Savannah (Norfolk: Kansas City, Mo.: and many other cities),
for example, have been particnlarly adept at getting the agencies into
target areas, handling clients differently, and forcing some perinanent
changes.

One of the purposes of the Model Cities Program was to test new
delivery systems and to cncourage the continuation of effective opera-
tions and the elimination of others. Honefully, one of the lessons we
have learned is not to ahandon all programs. but to pick from the good
and bad. We must also hope that block grants will not discourage the
use of federal money for experimentation,

Management Capacity

Increasing Responzibility and Capacity.—The Model Cities Pro-
gram has served as a measuring tool for management needs and it has
demonstrated the wisdom for loeal officials to deal with a wide variety
of human and physical functions. Tn many eases. it has exposed the
lack of management capacity in local general government and made
obvious the need for additional professional statf. The program’s plan-
ning objectives made it necessary for mayors to deal with problems
not traditionally in their scope of concern. sueh as edueation. health,
economic develonment. welfare and jobs, Tn order to deal effectively
with these inostly human services, it has been necessary to recruit from
professions with which chief exeentives have not been entirely famil-
iar. But recruiting, comnnmicating, and developing policy with these
new managament types has had the effeet of illuminating city officials
ahout the problems of other agencies and how the latter influence the
course of city development. Chief exeentives hiave come a long way in
Q rstanding the need for eoordination, eompreliensive planning, re-

]:MC and evaluation of public agency proposals, and above all the
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necessity to have comipetent staff of their own in all functional aveas,
In this manner, other professionals and politicians might be willing to
follow local government’s lead.

However, it lias been diflicult to use a great deal of these funds to
improve the chief executive's eapacity, Too much of Model (ities
money has been consumed by souvees snch as Ciy Demonstration
Ageney (CDA) staffs and their need to respond to excessive federal
requirements; the training of subprofessionals: and a pure lack of
sound organizatiou in many eaxes. \dministrative expenses have rum
a~ high as 20 percent (as was the case in New York City). Mast Jocal
ofiicials believe that costs for training are justified and will be re-
warding in the long run, but they clearly feel other expenses can be
drastically reduced. This is one of the objectives of special vevenue
shuring, to cut red tape and adininistrative expenses by starting fresh
or at least to shift qualitied personnel from the wore independent
CD.\'sto the chief exceutive's statf,

Streamlining the organization of Model Cities into a more divectly
responsible ity department, such as Community Services in Tndiana-
polis and Urban A ffairs in Kansas City, Mo., is a natural step to im-
proving government as long as basic objectives of the program are
maintained, including innovatiou, coordination. comprehensiveness,
and citizen involvement. Furthermore, much eonfusion and duplica-
tion can be eliminated through the consolidation of Conununity Ac-
tion, Model Cities, and other overlapping bureaucracies into single
city urban atfairs departirents (as has been done in Chieago). Tt must
be made elear, however, that the above objectives of Model Cities need
be retained and that independent citizen groups should actually be
strengthened. partly with government funds. At least several of the
cities in this study are proceeding to do this, realizing that proper
local organization and the retention of the most competent staff from
social programs shonld make an immediate and marked improvement
on local government capacity.

In addition to reorganization. almost all local general governments
now realize the need for additional staff capacity. Bat in regards to
hiring additional stafl, local government officials sre very realistic in
their appraisal of the lack of will of eity conuncils to apnrove genern)
tax money (ineluding community development and other broad federal
funds) for inereased professional staff. Because of taxpaver eriticizin,
funds for this purpoese will most likelv have to come from a sperial
federal couree, Tndianapolis, for exaniple. is using over $1 million of
its Planned Variations funds far this very purpose. to hire whatever
number and quality of staff are necessary to get the total management
job done. Tt is doubtfid that they would have used substantial local tax
funds for this purpose.

In foct, the fastest way to improve local covernment mav he the
nse of a snecial fund to hire and train the host possible administrators
in the nation ta help solve our urban problems, much as was done to
drain off the best minds to mweet the nation’s aerospice obiectives.
Comprehensive Planning nud Management Aet (once krown as #See-
tion 701 grants™) funds might be inereased to $400 million annually
so that all communitics and the naiion could realize its henefits im-
—@'tely. Instead. it looksh as if Congress may go in the other dirce-

F lCcuttmg funds from #1060 million to $75 million. On the other
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hand, the Administration’s Responsive Government Act may pick
up some new money for purposes of improving management, but the
commitment of resources is not anywhere near the same level this na-
tion has made to other high priority goals.

Change of Emphasia—Too many people expected too much from
the Model Cities experiment. Indeed. we overestimated the will and
competence of cities and counties to meet the urban erisis. Loeal ad-
ministrators were undertrained or not available and HUD was just
as ill-prepared to meet Model Cities objectives. The process was as new
to federal people as it was to local technicians. At this stage, a lot of
the problems ?mve heen worked ont and there are more competent
profes-ionals ta des] with, But now lacal project directors worry shout
the shift in emphasis. believing that there is too nnech stress on better
government and too little on the goals of quality of life. Nevertheless,
HTUD officials believe that improved management will help local gov-
ernment reach these goals. Floyd Hvde believes that they are comple-
mentary. In his words. “We are on the right track on how to make
this government system work.”

Citizen Participation

(Fenerol —Porhaps the most controversial requiremient in the Model
Cities Program has bheen citizen participation. The intent of its de-
signers was to tone down particiration from the highs of the Com-
munity Action Program to something closer to the urhan renewal ex-
periences. vet not go as far as to “plan for” people but rather to “plan
with them.” To the surprice of many. citizen participation developed
so strongly in many cities that the original conception of the mayor’s
role—as one of nnquestioned control—was far more uncertain than
the role for citizens. The resident’s role developed so strongly in a few
cases that established government was actnally threatened and pro-
grams were delayed.

U'nder the Nixon Administration’s New Federalism. roles were re-
defined. A stronger role was stressed for the chief executive. and later
an even stronger one conceived under the pronosed Better Comma nities
Act. In & number of the citvwide Planned Variations experiments.
roles of the citizens declined to an advisory position: while in others,
they have remained at about the same strength. In the cight c¢ities in
this study. most of the original resident conunecils have remained at the
same level of power. But there scems to be little question in the minds
of residents and elected officials that citizen power will be considerably
diluted without a legislative mandate to sustain it.

An incressing number of loeal officials see the value in citizen
involvement and some express incredunlity that we still need a federal
mandate to ensure that it continues, On the other hand. there have been
gond and bad experiences. Tn some cases. cities have had little prob-
Tets: in others. a hard core of sclf-interested resident spokesmen have
delayed progress. On the whole, the experience has been worthwhile
as cities have ironed out the kinks,

Lessons.—There are n number of lessons to be learned from the vari-
ous citizen participation processes. First, we should not accept the
experience of any one city as typical. Too often the chief executive is

(&) tnned Variations Seminar, Indianapolis, Sponsored by the Department of Housing
EMC ::-bzanl 9!;§Yelopment and the National League of Citles/U.8. Conference of Mayors,
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willing to use his single experience to draw judgment about a whole
complex process. There is too great a variety of conditions, social and

hysical, which may influence success or the lack of it. These include the

egree of mayor leadership, skills of the chief administrative officer,
competency of Model Cities staff, leadership and cooperative nature
of the citizen board chairman, factional conflicts on the board, self-
interests of a few, lack of balanced interests on the beard, little author-
ity or purpose for the board, poor facilities and inadequate citizen staff,
and the immensity of problems and shortage of resources.

Yet in spite of difficulties, effective leadership from both the mayor
and board can overcome most problems. In essence, the success of the
citizen process—quite aside from its formal structure—depends largely
on the leadership ability of city officials and how much time they are
willing to devote to it. In the end, it may involve disbanding the origi-
nal structure or structures and starting anew untii the right mix of
ifngr%dients is found. In almost all cases, the correct mixture can be

ound.

But why even begin a process with potential conflict? Many ob-
servers admit that there has not been a great deal of progress with or
without citizen participation. But there argdpuri)oses for citizen par-
tici(i)ation especially learned through the Model Cities process: (1)
to develop an education and training process so that the average and
poor American can become honestly involved in the understandi
and operation of local government and in making decisions whic
might aflect his life, (2) to imgmve communication and trust between
city hall and residents. (3) to develop new leaders from a class of peo-
ple who otherwise might never have such an opportunity, (4) to get
early agreement on the kinds of projects citizens want so that progress
wounld not later be held up, (5) to provide citizens with an effective
process by which they can effectively criticize and evaluate services,
and (6) to formalize participation structures so that they may become
8 genuine part of government.

Model Cities Product

Process vs. Product.—In the Model Cities Program, it is more
difficult to distinguish between product and process because one of
Model Cities’ products has been to improve government processes.
Some observers point out that there has heen considerable success in
process but not in product. Yet a large part of what we have described
8o far is as much product as process.

Sucl: things as innovation, institutional change, improved manage-
ment, and more effective citizen involvement are products of the Model
Cities process and are in themselves a higher quality of government
and life. Product and process are very much interrelated.

Measurement of Froduct.—Product can be measured in & number
of ways. We have looked at it in three ways: level of service, efficiency,
and quality of service. In all of the Model Neighborhoods in this
study, quality of service has naturally improved for those thousands
of citizens who have never received such services in the past. In most
of the neighborhoods, the quality of service has been improved for all
citizens through addition of staff and equipment and improved tech-

° @ For many projects, efficiency is equal or better than agencies
E MCng similar services; for other projects, efficiency, productivity,
s best use of the tax dollar are far below standard.
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This study did not include an evalnation of all projects in the eight
cities and was not meant to. Conclusions are based on a review of the
principal projects in ench city, direct observation and interviews with
staff and clients, We believe that most of the cities have reached a
point where major projects arve providing at least standard services as
stiputated in individual contracts, but that considerable improvement
can be made with more highly trained staff, better facilities, more re-
sources { in some cases), and more effective evalnations. .

Importantly, although individual projects may perform satisfactory,
it is difficult to see any measurable improvenient in the overall quality
of life for entire model neighborhoods. For the most part, housing and
streets ave still in a deteriorated state. nnemployment is high, and sur-
vey after survey shows citizen discontent with their lnt and n remark-
able lack of understanding about the abjectives of Model Cities. The
elimination of outdoor toilets. paving of a few streets. and the con-
struetion of some scattered homes have not heen enough to raise the
spirits of the mass of people. Yet. in spite of this, there are improve-
ments in some quality of life goals.

Lerel of Nerrice—\ simple declaration of the level of service is not
indicative of costs or quality, but it does demonstrate new efforts in
poor neighborhoods. It is an indicator of how many people are being
served at a particular period of time, alinost all of whom were never
receiving such services hefore. A later section entitled Assessment of
Product describes the types of services in more detail and gives
of service levels where available. In many instances in this study, pro-
erains were only in their beginning stages and sometimes data was not
Eept in the cities. However, as projects finish their fourth and fifth
years. such data should be more readily available and also more val-
uable for comparative purposes. '

E'ffeiency—The level of increase in services in proportion to costs
is one mensure of efficiency. In this study we have primarily used this
method to judge increuses in productivity. We have not made compar-
isons of hasic costs with other public or private enterprises. However,
it was determined that in some cases costs were higher and in others
lower than other agencies. Our concern was whether productivity was
improving or not. Of course, conditions vary from city-to-city and also
with the kind of service. A health care program in one city can serve
as an example.

The three Model Cities health centers in Boston served only 18.000
clients in 1971. This increased to 68,000 in 1972 and has continually in-
creased during 1973 with the same number of centers and approxi-
mately same basie costs exclusive of supplies. This increase has been
indicative of several factors: (1) greater resident trust in the system,
(2) improved communications (including the nse of several medisa)
with residents. and (3) the fact that many citizens have accustomed
themselves to using the centers with the same regularity that higher
income gronps visit their family doctors or local hospitals. Although
use of the centers is lower than officials would like in relationship te
the outlay of funds. it is increasing at a fairly rapid rate. As & conse-
quence, productivity and efficiency are up becanse of a substantial in-
erease in workload and the maintenance of quality and costs. Further-

Y . since these services are available to all model neighborkeod resi.
EMCr whenever they need them, cominunity health care—nas one meas-
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ure of quality of life fuctors—is higher in general. It could be improved
further by using the highest quality physicians and by increasing chief
executive interest. The point is that this project (and others like it)
ought to be preserved and strengthened. for it has demonstrated a
sound base for improving quality and lowering per capita costs,

Quality of Screice—Quality (or effectiveness) of services is more
diftienlt to measure. In Boston’s health centers, inasmvich as more
prople are getting approved health care from licensed medical per-
sonnel than ever before. quality of care is better—and so is the
delivery system. Usnally the strongest complaints against neighbor-
hood operations are leveled at the inexperience or inabilities of the
director and/or staff. Facilities, location and equipment have been
generally adequate, or are such that they can be corrected in a very
direct way. On the other hand. personnel actions take more time be-
cause of human sensitivities, politics. or the unwillingness of hoards
to act. Furthermore, it is especially difficult to find competent persons
who want to work in poor areas at lower sataries and less favorable
conditions than private Bractice offers elsewhere. In spite of these
ritfalls. the personnel in Boston’s centers are rated highly satisfactory
sy their fellow medical workers in private practice and by residents
of the model neighborhood. And as the quality of care is recognized
by more citizens. attendance should increase further.

Coneluding Comment—The Model Cities Program has only taken
the first few steps toward quality of life goals but at least it has
moved us a little closer to ai understanding of the problems of the
poor and has taught us a great deal more about what is needed to
solve some of the most serious problems. The progiam has gone
through what it had to go through first, showing residents and city
oﬁicia‘lzs alike all the elements of a rationale planning process. Citizens
had to learn almost from scratch abont government processes. the
inventories of plans and policies, ana how to get local officials to think
about Srioritles most imjiortant to residents. And government officials
learned more about the importance of the all encompassing man-
agement needed to deal with the new priorities. So far hoth citizens
and officials have benefited, and the quality of life for a Inarge number
of disadvantaged citizens has improved as well.

ERIC
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I1I. CaaracTerISTICS OF MODEL NEIGITRORHOODS

Size and Severity

The characteristics of neighborhoods served by the Model Cities
Program can be illustrated by the eight cities where we conducted
case studies; Seattle, Chicago, Indianapolis. Dayton, Savannah, New-
ark, New York. and Baston. In all cases, the cities selected target
areas because of the extreme of their deterioration and depression.
But the cities vary in the degree of blight. from most severe in New
York, Newark and Chicago to lesser degrees of appressiveness in the
other cities. In fact in Seattle’s case, observers have asked “where are
the slums ?” Yet hidden behind a facade of fairly sound structures are
depressed human souls.

Most of the smaller cities have pockets of blight.such asin Savannah,
but these pockets are physically as bad as the larger areas in the big
cities. But for the most part. the human problems in the smaller
cities are somewhat less severe than those in the larger cities becanse
problems of crime, drugs, youth gangs, congestion and the like are
not as intense. In most cases, knowingly or unknowingly, citizens of
smaller cities are already better off than their counterparts in big
cities.

The Model Cities Program has been able to make a greater impact in
smaller communities because the level of funding has been more
commensurate with the problems. Therefore, proportionately more
people have been served and results have been more visible, We be-
lieve it would not take an excessive national commitment of resources
to wipe away the problems of slums in cities under 200,000 population.
The larger cities and counties would need special programs.

The seriousness of the problem in the model neighborhoods is still
not recognized by some. Whether it be a large or small community,
the problems each fumily faces—discrimination. inadequate educa-
tion. and lack of opportunity—are as important as any set of prob-
lems anywhere else. The statistics of blight in all the model neighbor-
hoads points out the severity of individual problems. Although Model
Cities. in conjunction with other programs, has improved the phyvsieal
and social envircaments some percentage noints. conditions still ve-
main severe. Model Cities has taken only the first few steps.

Tlealth Crisis

In all the cities. health care facilities were inadequate and doctors
have been leaving the inner city in vast numbers. The development of
neighborhood health centers has improved conditions immeasurably,
and some doctors have been encouraged to come back to the ghettos.
But health indices are appalling. Newark's death rate, for example, is
35 percent above the national average. In New York's model neighbor-
hoods infant ortality is more than twice that of the rest of the city,
drug addiction is five times greater, and alcoholism four times as

O Savannah too has problems—infant mortality rate in the
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model neighborhood ix one-third higher than the county as a whaole.
the tnbereulosis rate more ilin twice the couniy rate, and infections
syphilis four times the coanty figure. None of the model neighbor-
hoads in tie etght citics were tound immue from these glaving
deficiencies,

(lecreron! ey

OFf course, overerowding iz not only a wajor health factor hut re-
sults in poor conditions in general. In Newark, =5 percent of the
housing nnits in the model area were huilt prior to 1940 and T3
percent. are deficient. Remarkedly. althongh 10000 housing units were
demolished in the city bhetween June 1969 and June 1972, no single-
family units or pubtic housing was built during this period. and only
14 two-family and 652 multi-family nnits were construeted. T New
York's model areas, only about 20 percent of the housing is sound,
compared to 64 percent citywide. In Savannah. more than 60 percent
of the model neighborliood howsing was constructed prior to 1130 and
only four percent of it is cousidered standand: outside toilets flonrish,
and so far, there are no public or federally subsidized housing in the
model arca. In contrast, substandard honsing in Seattle’s model neigh-
borhoods is considerably higher when compared to the eity as a whole.

Lducational Achierement

Education too has been sorely inadequate. Ten of Newark's 14
permanent model neighborhood elementary schools were constructed
before 1901, and generally operate at 112 percent of capacity. with
some having 51 pereent more pupils than originally planned. During
this review. ten of Savannah’s 11 model neighborhood schools were
veported to have mental maturity. reading and avithmetic norms one
and two grades hbelow the national average. In Seattle's model neigh-
horhood. one-half of household heads did not finish high school, while
in Savannah, 53 percent of adults over 25 vears of age had less than
an eighth grade education. And in almost every one of the model
neighborhomls, most students do not go beyvond high school, and drop
out rates are as much as twice as high as for the rest of the school
system.

U nemployment

Unemployment and welfare are well ont of proportion in all of the
model neighborhoods. In 1972, Newark registered 17 percent unem-
ployment and 36,000 persons on some form of public assistance. At
the same time in the New York model neighborhoods, unemployiment
was twice the national average, twice as many residents had unskilled
iobs, and three times as many were on welfare compared to the city
as a whole, Scattle has been experiencing a severe grip of unemploy-
ment primarily beeause of aerospace industry cutbacks. It has ranged
from 13 to 18 percent during 1972 in the city as a whole and as high
as 28 percent in the model neighborhood. It is typiecal for the model
neighborhoods to have anemployment rates two or three times the
city's average as well as unusually high pereentage of the city’s wel-
fare case loads. When vonth and females and these who have tem-
porarily given up looking for work are included. unemployment fig-
yes in most model neighborhoods reach as high as 30 percent. If one

ER] C; the underemploved, these figures rise to 50 percent in some areas—

vinly a tragic condition.
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(ther Fuctors

Other servives are rated just as poorly, Crime figures in the model
netghborhoods arve considerably higher than for the eities as a whole.
somethmes as much as double. Youth gangs ave prevalent in the larger
¢ities and law enforcement less effective, Reereation facilities and
supervision are grossly inadequate, multi-service centers almost non-
existent, transportation inetfective in carrying residents to jobs and
service centers, day care facilities inndequate. and many city services
poorly delivered. Housing code enforcement. street construction and
repair, refuse collection, and recreation and park space hiave been the
prite arcas of complaint. Enconragingly., the Model Cities progran:s
have begun to make progress in somne of these aveas.

One of the key factors in the creation of slums is discrimination.
This means a wide range of diseriimination encompassing such things
as services, schools, housing. jobs, social contacts. and politieal ac-
ceptance. The demography of the model neighborhoods clearly shows
segregated patterns. Most of the neighborhoods are majority black.
One of the four Chicago areas is predominantly white, and one of
the three New York areas is about 60 percent Puerto Rican, while
another New York area has a large Puerto Rican and Italian popula-
tion (see Table ITI below, Demography of Model Neighborhoods).
There are concentrations of ethnie groups in most of the model neigh-
borhoods; however, they are small in comparison to the total popula-
tions,

Some citizens have deseribed Model Cities as a program for blacks.
Block grants or some scheme of citywide orientation could very well
crase this connotation. But of conrse, the discouraging statistics of the
model neighborhoods shows that the nation still needs to concentrate
resources i these severely depressed zones. And even with possible
errors in statistics—10 pereent unemployment rather than 12 percent,
o 50 percent. more crime rather than double—there appears to be a
clear mandate that special efforts need te be taken in the model
ueighborhoods and other areas like them.

TABLE 11l.-DEMOGRAPHY OF MODZL NEIGHBORHOODS

Model
neighhor.
hoad

100/
City Popufation  populatian Model noighbarhoed demagraphy

334,090 76,781 Blacks 77 percont, Spanish-speaking 1S percent, and
I*atian and other 8 percent,

792.29% 50,000  Black 75 parcent.

118.0M 21,50 Slack 79 parcent,

530, 832 38,581 Black 68 percent,

243. 691 35090 Black 98 prrcent.

641,071 §7,000 Elwk 67.8 percent, while 19.3 percent, Spanish 11.3
percant, and Indian and Asian 1.6 percent.

New York
(3) Swulh Bronx
(b) Central Harlam

East Harlem__
¢c) Central Brook!

862 1,000,000
260.0C0 Black 32 parcent, Puerto Rican 61 parcent, and white
7 percant.
230,000 B'ack 3% percent.

ae Puerto Rican 80 percent and Italian an! other 27 percent,
530.000 Black 63 parceat, Puerio Rican 30 percent, and Italian

and other 10 percent.
CHICAEO venenn e, 3,580,800 326,823
CAYWNAdIAWN . e e 62,030 Black 99 percent.
(S lear South . _ .- .. 115,877 Da.
‘awndale. . _. e - 95.915 Do.
E MC IO OWN. e caaan 54,000 Ap{alachian whites 29 percent, Indians, blacks, orientals
g percent, and Puerto Rican and other 42 percent.
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IV, AsskssyENT oF tuk Propuer

[nproving the quality of life and achieving concrete program
results have been fundamental to the Model Cities Program. Yet
little has been done to assess the product of these goals, for almost
all evaluations have concentrated on process. In fact, there is no over-
all federal compilation showing in which detailed categories the
mnney was spent. (such as street lighting, street repairs. etc.) let alone
the effectiveness of expenditures. In most cases. when federal officials
describe the lick of results in product, they have little substance to
back up their allegations. On the other hand. many loculities have
cenducted specific program evaluations which are very useful in pro-
viding an estimate of progress,

This study’s direct assessment of eight cities—plus the utilization
of local evaluation reports—has resulted in conclusions which we feel
ofler a useful picture of the program’s progress. However, because of
the extensive number of projects. only major ones were reviewed. and
only through part of the fourth action year. Meanwhile. with the
appareat phasing out of Model Cities. it seems there should be more
coneern about the produet. what chance there still is for success. and
what needs to be done to make improvements, Such analysis should
take H)lnce regardless of the way the federal government plans to
Tunnel money to local government.

This review has found that not only in these eight cities but every
other city we have looked at. product success has depended primarily
on the ealiber of each project’s staff. as long a: adequate resources
were present. Chief executive leadership, citizen interest, and other
factors—although important—have always been secondary. A com-
petent staff usually proceeds straight away and does its job, many
times regardiess of the political and social clinate. Of course, better
leadership from the top. efficient procedures, and eitizen support make
the job easier.

In the following pages. an assessment is made of nnjor functional
areax—health, education. manpower and economic development, hous-
iug. social services. and law and justice—and results eities have had
in dealing with many of the projects within these broad categories.
There are many successes as well as plenty of failures: but even with
limited suceesses, there are notable changes in the quality of life.
Several canclusions are diawn: (1) each project should be judged on
its individual merits and not totally disparaged becanse the rest of
the function did not eneceed. (2) It 1= illogical and wastefu! to throw
ont whole programs simply to try new ideas. Good programs shonld
Lo saved. (3) We should benefit from past mistakes by making im-
provements in those projects which have a reasonable ehance of sue-
ceeding. Many times it 1s only one or two needed clements that witl
make the difference,
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Seattl’s Suceess

When looking at whole programs in the eight cities, Seattle’s is
the most impressive, This is due to competent staffing, good relations
between city hall and vesidents, and executive leadership. Little energy
has Leer expended tighting over voles, and there have been few delays
or sertots conflices, Priovities were readily agreed npon. the projects
were tmplemented  expeditiously. and both internal and external
riechanisis were created to monitor and correct programs from the
very tirst yvear. Meanwhile many other cities let their evaluation
components start up late on the theory that there was not anything
to evaluate o early in the prograni. The administrators in these cities
disconnted the importance of early evaluation of such things as ideas,
plans. facilities and statf, Too many of their monitors were obsessed
with nuntbers, waiting fov elient lists to grow and failing to analyze
personne! and policies,

Ou the other hand, Seattle learned its lesson well, I was not content
with its own impressions of progranis: it hired impartial consultants
with sjeeiad expertize ineach function to niake evaluations, With few
exceptions, other citics did not wish to do this for fear negntive ve-
ports might hure their funding, and besides they were not used to
evaluating regular city programs in thiz fashion—at least not across
the board. But thiz evaluation paid off for Seattle because recom-
mendations were followed inmost instances.!

But even with its majome components working well. Seattle’s sneeess
has not been overwheliming. Resonrees have been short, unemployient
high. experience i the hunan resonrce Held mininmal, and in plain
words, it has bheen simply toa aeh to expect eeonemie and social con-
ditions to ehange tn a few shord vears, But let us look at the principal
functions in all the cities,

Health Projeets

Seattle —In health progeams, Seattle Model Cities has made sub-
stantial headway in pre-paid health insurance, representative com-
nnity health couneils, and general health planning. Although pre-
paid health for 1350 low-income families is comparable to standard
health inswranee. highly desirable services of transportation and ehild
care have been added. The Community Tealth Board. Inc.—composed
of five model neighborhood residents. five professionals. and five may-
oral appointees—advises on all local health matters and iz developing
a comprehensive health cave system, This board is an institutional
change. as arve several other things: (1) the svstem of neighborhoaotd
health eenters (plus o sueeessful mobite dental eomponent) . (2) com-
numity-based mental health center (over GO0 monthly visits), and
{3) an aleoholic rehabibitation center. Under Planned Variations,
these projects hiave heen expantded to thiee other dizadvantaged arveas
in the eity. and King Connty, which takes in the snburls, has been
sufficient]ly impressed to emulate vavts of Seattle’s Maode! Cities health
program.

18eattle and other eities have Improved upon thelr evaluation technlque, Some eitles
wonlld Hke to extend this axperienee o in-depth cvalmation to other city departments as a
remalar procaliire of local government—in coutrast to the more soperficini annual badpet

(. prwess One or twn pera Bt of the oity badeets spent Tor s purpose could <do

E lC' impreve the cathbver of leeal goverugent,
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Tudianidpolix and Boston—Ncighborhoad health centers have been
particnlarly suecessfal in most cities, Although Indianapolis was hav-
ing a problem filling henlth clinies to capacity in 1972, its dental and
eye cire serviees were considerabhly overtaxed, Boston, too. fonnd its
three health centers underutilized in the first two venrs: but. it did not
take long to go fromm 15000 elients in 1971 to G800 in 1972, In fact.
this program which offers compreliensive fumily eare in a simple, co-
ordinated fashion under one roof~—where you can deal with a headache
and the anxiety that cansed it and the unemployment problem that
caused the anxiety in the fiest place—is perhaps Boston's most suceess-
ful effort.

Boston’s program has demonstrated two partienlar things: (1) a
model of cooperation between public and private sectors, and (2) the
training and ereative nse of eommunity people, For the fivst time phy-
sicians and hospitals are deeply involved i and sincerely trying to
solve community health care problems, And trained resident techni-
cians are helping other residents. On the other hand, even greater pri-
vate commitinent and resonvees ave needed. There are suggestions that
th:e mayor, too, needs to get more deeply involved. encourage greater
participation by the private sector, and sell the program. For example.
cffeetive advertising is needed to veach the mass of people on the
benefits of preventive care: pay incentives are needed to attract and
retain skilled physiciaus, None of these problems is inpossible to solve.
Furthermore. only a small increase in the budget for these items conld
preserve this program for the long-range future,

Iunterestingly. these same types of problems are manifest in other
health programs as well—that is. lack of adequate funding. under-
stafling and vnderpay, second-hand cquipment. less than ideal faeili-
ties. and, rather than assistance, nsually non-constrnetive criticism
from the established medieal societies about the quality of treatment.
This is true in Indianapolis where residents nevertheless prefer the
neighborhood centers to the almost inaccessible private doctor’s offices
or Mavion Connty General Hospital. which invelves a difficult bus
ride and long waits, In spite of the problems. public health adminis-
trators there feel that neighborhood centers are not only vital but show
the way to more effective methads of treating the entire population.

Xewark.—Newark has had an especially difficult time developing
an effective health program: vet. it has made impressive progress,
sinee 1972, A report by the Center for Analysis of Public Issues at
Princcton ? points out how clients nnst go to a multitude of institu-
tions (mostly long established. traditional agencies) to receive health
care and. in many instances, not receive any trentment. It argues that
the same amount of public health money can buy effective care merely
by reshufling priovities and using neighborhood eenters. Model Cities
is supporting the recommendations and has proceeded to develop
health centers. The first, Gladys Dickinson Health Station, served
over 7.590 elients in the first vear and will function as a model for
what Madel Clities hopes will be »seven to ten additional health con-
ters.” However. this will never happen without the use of general
revenue sharing funds and other new sources. But already revenne
sharing is scheduled for budget balaneing and cutting an excessive
roretty tax rate.

E MC Dactor iz Out, X Repart on the Newirk, New Jerzey Divislon of Health, Center for
IS & of Tublic Ixsues, Prinevton, New Jersey, March, 1972,
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Another major health (Program is the Interim Direct Dental Care
Project which provides dental insurance and ear and eye testing to
8,000 children in five Model Schools. However, even with this service
surveys show the need is so great that tens of thousands of school
children receive no dental cave at all during their elementary school
years, Traditional health care institutions are practically moribund.
But recognizing the seriousuess of the problem, Mayor Gibson gave
the city's health program a shot-in-the-arm by appointing a new di-
rector of health and welfare. In Newark’s case, Model Cities has been
instrumental in providing much of the resources to help the city;
however, there would be little progress without the assistance of some
private institutions and the election of a new mayor interested in the
cause.

Dayton.—The Comprehensive Health Center in Dayton is one of

four non-profit corporations. The contract for renovation of the cen-
ter was awarded through a negotiated bid process so that the door
was opened for the first time to minority contvactors by means of al-
leviating some of the experience requirements. The center started with
serious administrative difficulties, including the necessity of dismissing
its first director. but new stafling has been its salvation. Becauss it has
been in operation only since October 1971, it has not had sufficient time
to work out all the kinks; however, city officials feel it is a successful
roject.
: (}him_qo.——ln Chicago, Model Cities funds have been used to start
four health centers: remodeling of the Epstcin Clinic at Providence
Hospital to serve the Near South; building a center in Uptown de-
sigried to handle 25,000 persons: and two centers under development
in the Mid-South area to handle 11,000 clients each. In spite of this
dramatic increase in facilities. these centers will only be able to handle
about ten percent of those needing cave.

In addition to the centers, the city has instituted an innovative and
effective ambulance projeet which serves over 7,000 patients annually.

Asaresult of the health progras., several institutional changes have
ocenrred : (1) medical professionals have aceepted the neighborhood
center concept, (2) eitizens are now involved on bhoards running the
conters, and (3) for the first time. an overall citizen board is advising
the commissioner of the Board of Health.

However, the city’s program still faces difliculties because Board of
Health leadership remains docile—even after Model (ities convinced
Mayor Daley to appoint a new health direetor. The new director has
relegated the advisory hoard to a largely meaningless role, not much
different. however, from other advisory hoards in Chicago.

There are other problems too: (1) a short supply of technical help
and (2) less than the best available cave to the poor lecause the systemn
is not integrated with private health care and the most effective, latest
teciimigues. Nevertheless, several giant steps have been taken to provide
decent health care for the poor. Further incentives to attract top qual-
ity physicians and the best private lealth care could substantially im-
prove the program.

New York.—Iu New York. health programs have been less success-
ful. Madel Cities was not able to get its health centers started until the

O action vear because of delays in renovating facilities and general
| RJ Crratic hangups. Its most siccessful health projects have been in
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training paraprofessionals, establishing an alcoholic center in Harlem,
and providing free ambuinnce service to model area residents.
Edueation Programs

Model Cities education projects have experienced less success than
health projects for a number of rewsons: (1) difticulty of establishing
model schools comparable to model health centers due to the extraor-
dinary personnel costs per capita attached to edueation, (2) greater
independence of school systems and their sensitivities to interference
by local government officials, (3) difficulty of measuring educational
achievement levels, and {4) persistent arguments among scholars and
technicians about which programs do the most good.

Many of the Model Cities communities developed projects in areas
which they felt would make immediate improvements, such as: more
training for teachers: greater number of quality teachers; special pro-
gramming for the slow and fast leavners: involvement of parents: a
voice for citizens; nnd, opening the schools to adult education and ot her
connnunity programs,

(“hicayo.—Of the edncation programs in Chicago, the impact of the
Schomes (amalgam of school and home) commmnity school project—
operating in seven schools—has been felt throughout the school system.,
This Model Cities program has demonstrated to the Board of Ednea-
tion the value of various educational techniques, such as vesident aides,
inereased teacher training. eitizen advisory hoards. adult education,
hetter learning environments (for 10,000 children), free meals (for
20,000 and parental involvement, In some instances, results have been
better than expeeted. The Educational Testing Service of Barton-
Aschman Associutes, Inc. helieves that eitywide achievement test
scares of pupils in these schaols reported during the Model Cities thivd
action year “give rise to the hope that the steady downward trend in
academie achievement has Leen halted.” In faet. the Board of Educa-
tion would like to institutionalize the program citywide as a regular
pirt of the systent, but it lacks the funds. The divector of Model Cities,
Frwin France, descrilies the program as an execllent example of “buy-
ing into the svstewr™ to create institutional change: but, he admits that
there ave still problems in the program. Not enouch parents have got-
ten involved inan in-depth way and it is still diflicult to get widespread
conmmunity support for Schomes. On the other hand. they have made
impressive advances.

Dayton, Sacannih, Seattle ond Lidianapelis—Many of the cities
have developed various compaoients of the community school concept.
although none as comprehensively or as suceessfully as Chicago's,
Dayton. Savannah, Seattle. and Indianapolis, for example, have all
extended regular schoal hours to adults flor evening classes, involved
parents to a greater extent in the schools than previounsly, provided
funds for teacher training. and developed special courses for drop-outs
and slow students, Of these cities, Seattle has probably progressed
further becuuse of its intense ctforts on individualized instruction.
contimious progress curricula. innovative teaching techniques, and
related health and social welfare services, Furtherniore, over 200 Seat-
tle parents are actively involved in classroonn activities (as instructors
and testers). and in community development, fund raising, and project

Q ation. Indianapolis has had sertons problems in getting adults

E MC 15-500—73—6
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to attend classes nnd in stimulating residents to participate in acadewie
and voeational curricnla as opposed to reereational programs, How-
ever, parental advizory councils have been added in cight of the inodel
scehools, elabovate programs have been designed to vaise the achieve-
ment levels of model neiehborhood students to the citvwide lovel.
Results of these efforts will have to wait for later evalaation,

Duston.—TIn Boston, the mo=t vizibly suecessful edueation programs
have been for adults. Most impreszive has heon the stimulation of a
consortinm of colleges to unite for the first time to provide nnusnal
and exceptional edueational services to the conmunity, Inmortant
inroads for institutiona! change have ocearred through the placement
of low-income adult= in ecollege, changing curricula to suit the needs
of the pepulation. and making credii-gaining policies more flexible,

Yerark —~Newark too Las developed some innovative education
programs, inelnding model =chools, Of moderate suecess arve five model
schools which ave concentrating on hmproving reading and math
skills for 8000 students, Each sehool has an elected, joint faculty-
compnity advisory committee. plus psvehologieal and guidanee serv-
ices for pupils, The Madel Cities Oflice of Program and Stafl De-
velopment  (OPSD)—funded by Maodel Citiex but responsible to
both the superintendent of schools and the CDA-—is attempting to
focus on the important issnes, It believes, for example that the schonls
eannot be npgraded inless the fundamental =vstem is changed. teachers
are taught the =kills necessury to teach well, more positive attitudes
prevaill and teachers receive monthly evalmations to improve their
performance. But leadership in the school system is weak. and there
are ton nmuy things left to he done in this program to eall it siecoss-
ful. City oftieials believe it ix still not much more than a »Title I
Project™ or a block grant of £100 per pupil. Tt has not attacked the
fundamental probiems it believes to be so important. Model Cities
money could he used more wisely here as a catalyst.

Munpower wnd Eeonomic Derclopment

Training and job development liave had but limited snecess in Model
Cities programs. Although considerable funds were committed for
nmnpower programs in some of the cities, there were few results,
A major difficulty has been the high unemployment rates in the
nation’s cities and the mueh higher rates in the model neighborhoods.
Experienee has demonstrated that training does little good without
jobs at the end.

The Model Cities ¢eonomic developnient programs have not helped
much in creating emiployment because they have involved only a snnll
numbetr of businesses and with little exeeption, the types which eploy
few people—the »Mom and Pop™ stores. Furthennore, by initinlly
concentrating in the target arvess instead of the region. chances for
siecess were considerably reduced. Special problems were raised by
such narrow concentration: ineffective or improper zoning for com-
mercial and indnstrial developnient, too narrow a market. insuflicient
capital or outside investment interests, limited technical skills and
Lusiness experience within the area. and a shortage of existing facil-
ities in which to locate larger businesses. Many of these problemns
© @ Deen alleviated as cities have proceeded to go citywide with their

FR]Cmus. But the Model Cities experience has demonstrated that it
a1 disadvantage of the target area to try to confine economic
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development to an wrea suort of vesourves and techmieal assistanee.

Newark s tiols cis-a-c0s L rofilems —The total joh inoney in Newark
was an impressive 220 willion in 1972, Mavor Gilron's two major job
goals are impressive also: (1) o employ 12,000 residents and (2) to
enforce the citv’s atiirmative action plans, which stipnlace that 50
pereent minority anprentices and 30 pereent minority journe cimen
must Le eniploved in a!t vonstimetion trades, 1 1972, there were only
70 blacks ont of 113530 construetion trade vaion metbers) But with
cutbacks in manpower funds, it il e even wore ditliends 2o Gibson
to achieve his gonls. flowever. he hus noude substantinl progress in
fainige aninority hiring concessions fram six airlines in the develop-
ment of Newark's new internationad aivports and the aivline industry
has agreed to finanee a <2 wmillion < canstraction skills teaining
program for minarities, ¥ the fack of other mzior con-
struction jobs will hnrt, And Model Cities, with irs auited economice
development funds, could hardly be expected to make an impact in
this regand.

Furthermore, the vty has been unalide to operate its fedsral Publi
Luplovient Prosam (PEDP) snecessinlly, largely heranse it has
treated the jels acmeaningiess part-time emplovient, witl political
patronnge as the priwe mwotivator, To undoerseore this, enel city coun-
cilman was givei o gnota of people they could hire for the program.

Neattl s Mads st Speeess—Maost Model Cities ave still in the proe-
ess o of developing one-stop cemprehensive emplovment centers, and
results have heen nixed. Seattle’s Bmnloyment Upicenter iz ane of
the most suecessful nationally: vet, it too has had its shave of Qifli-
eulties. .\ joint heard— comprised of state and city ofi-ials and model
neighborhood residents—hes nuicle it possible to cet the participation
of all the privcipad manpower ngeneies: however, it has ot vet resulted
in the kind of coordination necessary to avert duplication of eifort
and baild a sy=tem responsive to the disadvantaged. Its major com-
ponents are only in the enrly stages of development. These include n
unified wanagement information <ystem, Minority SEkill Bank, eom-
mon referral foris, and a health services plan, The wmost crueial
difficulties appear to be the lack of a single, strone administrative
it and the Lesitoney oa the part of individnal agencies to relin-
quish their antonomy for the benefit of o wnified svstem, The apparent
needs are for the participating agencies to commit themselves to the
actions and policies of the board and secondly to a single adminis
trator with responsibility to diveet all persennel in the conter.

In spite of these difficultios, the Upicenter has elieited more coopdi-
nation wiid cooperation out of agencies than has existed hefore, More-
aver, Madel Cities and city officials are tuking conerete steps to correct
the deficienries by following up on evaluation reports, However, more
thue is needed to corveet mistakes, as well as a strong effort from
state ofticial< to simphify their own manpower strustuie and direet
their agencies to conperate,

As already indiented, Maodel Cities manpower progrmms have been
vitally concerned abont hiving minorities, Seattle is one of the fow
cities whicl hax sueceeded in establishing a fair record. partienlarly

sveprtheloss,

2 'i"" Is not a Maode! ©itfes prosram, bat it has b enp<bderable offsct an what Maodel]

W ax oable to do with the unemployed from the tasger arens, New York and Newark

E l Isersbly. for example, while Seattle and 8t. Louls were hiehly successful—proving
fo that fallure Is usually not die to program desizn but to the admiaistration of it.
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in the hiring of minorities in the construction industry, In 1972, it
had 454 minority persons (or 17.5 percent of the city's total) in con-
struction jobs. One of Model Cities’ accomplishments includes ap-
proval by the Seattle Board of Workers to allow varions project staff
to hold pre-award conferences with contractors on city jobs. In the
past. conferences were held after contracts were awarded. The new
scheme has resulted in project staff approving 39 contracts and turning
down four.

In economic development—even though most of Seattle’s efforts
have resulted in “Mom and Pop” type businesses—12 minority con-
struction contracts have been financed with Model Cittes backing, and
scveral large performance bonds (one for 748,000 and another %or $1
million) have been obtained in support of the contractors. Also a
number of bucinesces have been developed in such fields as printing,
a shopping center, frozen foods, and specialty food processing.

Duyton’s Progress.—Dayton has had its share of problems with
manpower programs. One of its most serious difticulties has been with
the Manpower (enter—a non-profit corporation and its major em-
ployment project. The first two directors were fired for incompetency,
and the center never succeeded in developing “one-stop™ (all agencies
under one roof) objectives. The Concentrated Employment Program
(CEP), working in conjunction with Model Cities, has had even
areater problems. It fired four directors, lost important records, and
hias been faced with general administrative inadequacies from the
beginning. Nevertheless. with all its fuults, each year some 400 to
300 perzons have received training, and records show that as high as
85 percent of these huve been placed in jobs. The CD.A believes most
of tlie problems Liave finally been worked out.

Ecoitomic development projects have not advanced very far, with
some notable exceptions, Perhaps the most highly successful example
is the Unity State Bank. a black enterprise suppo:ted by Model Cities.
It received almost ne assistance from other lending institutions of the
business community: nevertheless, it is prospering and now plans to
open n downtown branch. In respect to progress in other economic
projects, the city feels it may be able to show considerably more
stieces= us it proceeds to develop enterprises citywide under Planned
Variations.

New York City's Moltiple Problems.—Manpower programs in New
York have been ineffective almost across the board. Of all the projects.
health career training has shown the greatest potentizl for success
hecause it was designed to train for meaningful jobs—ones where
openings actue!!y cxist, Yet, even here only 50 percent of the enrollees
have stayed in the program. And by the middle of 1972, only 100
persous had been graduated—a small effort in solving this great city's
unemployment problems.

Clerieal training, operated by the Chamber of Commerce. also was
provided huilt-in potential for success beecanse it was practically
guarenteed job placement for those who completed the course; yet,
m 1972, only 94 remained out of 842 who entered the program. -

The biggest training project, Job Training, was less successful. Its
budget for the first two years was $7,917,000; but by the end of the
first vear. it graduated less than 400 trainees and placed fewer than

O jobs—an unusually high cost-benefit ratio. Furthermore, the

E MC um has had difficulty in finding and keeping a reliable operator.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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On the other side. a much smaller job training program operated by
the Urban Coalition in Harlem is reported by the CDA evaluation
unit as operating efficiently and effectively.

One of the unfortunate aspects of New York's Model Cities man-
power program has been too heavy a reliance on trying to develop
career-ladders (permanent city job slots where emplovees have a
chance to advance) in municipal departments. The problems started
when the unions rebelled a.mf then the courts upheld them against
what they called favoritism to get model neighborhood residents on
the civil service lists. The unions called it discrimination in reverse.
As a cunsequence, millions of dollars have been spent on jobs for
Model Cities residents in mostly useless and unproductive training
slots, almost all of which will end as soon as Model Cities’ moncy
dries up. Not all has been wasted, however, because a sizable segment
of the unemployved was hired for jobs, and a good portion of the
money—$17,000.000—was used for special sanitation and clean-up

rograms. But it looks like no one will come out with permanent jobs

rom this eflort.

On the other side, the community service officers, hired to work in
Ilousing Authority projects, are in a useful program, strongly re-
a@arded by residents and the police. The fire inspector’s training pro-
aram is also rated above average by residents and fire department
employees. who appreciate extra inspection help. However, there has
been little pressure to break down the traditional hiring processes or
lower the qualifications for recruiting police and firrmen ; these unions
are too powerful and controversial,

As far as intervening to get jobs for minoritics in the outside
construction unions, Model Cities has not. even tried. On the other
hand. the citv has been no more successful. Mayor Lindsay and the
Building and Construction Trades Council agreed to the New York
Plan, calling for 800 trainees annually, but by the end of the first
vear less than half that number were in training and only 22 persons
permittel to form unions.

Chicago First in Innovation and State Cooperation in Manpower
Centers—Chicago reached agreement early with the Illinois State
Employment Service and other agencies to locate manpower offices in
the city’s community action (OEO) funded multi-service centers. In
fact, it led the federal government in these innovations. Instead of
creating separate ~.nnn{mwer or health centers. large comprehensive
centers weve developed to handle all social services. (The negative
aspect of the program is the size of the centers. In some cases, the cen
ters have turned into additional bureauerncics the very thing the
yx'ngrnm was trying to avoid,) In 1972, Model Cities appropriated

unds for four additional but smaller multi-service centers to serve
cach model neighborhood. and they will include manpower programs.

Model Cities has playved a minor role in helping to get minorities
itto the construetion trades. The city made an effort to do something
about the problem in the Chieago Plan which called for 4000 minority
trainees. But this plan fell apart. By July, 1972, a new plan was being
developed.

Savannah Necds Prodding.—Savannah has been successful in bring-

QO rether manpower agencies under one roof. such as the Georgia
RICiment of Lahor, State Office of Rehabilitation Services, and
e 1h-Clhatham Board of Education, However, not all agencies
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are cooperating and theve is no single effective administration. In Sa-
vanumah, there were uo major breakthronghs in minority biring in the
construction trades well into 1975, And theve were no signs that any
would take place eitier. :
Indinnapolis—Leade-hip From the Top—1Indianapolis’ Compre-
hensive Manpewer Center has had serious diffienities. Kvaluation of the
center by the eity’s Connnenity Serviees Progran in 1972, reported
that “internal disorders vesulting from lack of statf communication,
and top administrative disintervest. veflected upon the poor achievement
of project objectives.” Ever sinwee, improvements have been underway,
including stalf restructuring, new lines of authority to the Metropoli-
tan Manpower Commission, and realistic project obiectives. Here the
imnyor and his top administrators ave proving that they can turn a less
than successful venture into a suceessful one, without dismantling the
entire program.

In regards to minovity hiring in the construction trades, Model
Cities has mostly taken a hack seat, mainly Lecanse this type of activity
takes colleetive bargaining and leadership from a wide variety of peo-
ple inclding elected oilicials, business and nnions, and residents. On
the other hand. the city lias made progress in its Indianapolis Plan
(rated by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance as one of the best
two in the nation in 1971) because of its ability to pull the collective
leaders together.

Othe, Model ('ities Projects

Although this review cannot discuss all the numerous Model Cities
projects, a brief look at the highlights of some of the remaining pro-
grams should serve to portray the extent of the Model Cities Program
ond what was expected of it.?

Housing.—Housing and neighborhood conditions are the first thing
the eye sees and it is from this physical appearance that many judge
the quality of life because it is the most noticeable. But if one were to
assess improvements from this alone, he probably would not get very
far from a zero score, for there have been few physical changes in the
model neighborhuls, The oceasional new multi-serviee centor or
paved street is hidden amongst the massiveness of housing deteriora-
tion, And housing programs seem to take the longest to develop, about
three to four years from planning to building. Some urban renewal
projects took ten and fifteen years to develop and many cleared acres
still sit idle. so it is hardly fair to expect that Model Cities would revo-
lutionize this process.

Construction and rchabilitation of housing are more costly than any
other function. Model Cities could have spent all its money in this
way with nothing left for other programs. and made little impact on
neighborhood appearance. Cities, therefore, simply decided to demon-
strate possibilities and act_as eatalysts for not-for-profit housing
developraent corporations. But too few houses were built to make a
difference.

By the middle of the fourth action year. almost all cities in this
study had only 30 or 100 houses under new construction and not many

A For further detalis, see the ecase historier in Model Citiea Impact on Better Communi-
‘ %) ""“)3“““" of Eight Cities, by Grorge J. Washals (forthcoming from Praeger
1erR).
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more under rehabilitation. In new construction, Seattle had-38 units.

loston 129, Chicago 20, Indianapolis a developnient loan for 65 units,
Savinnah none, Dayton 137, Newark stil in the planning stage, and
New York, the largest mweaber. over 1200, mainly beranse it: grot an
carly start with other HUD housing money. Model Cities acted as the
catalyst,

In New York, by January 1971, there were 50993 low-ineome nniis
and 669 moderate-income units under construction. and another 4,100
mnits of low-ineome and 7.500 nnits of moderate ineome in planniuf:
but. these could not be attributed to the Model Cities Program. In the
Brownsville Model Cities area. often deseribed as the “slun-of-sluris,”
there was not a single housing start by January, 1972,

Newark has taken two big steps in housing: (1) in rebabilitation
and (2) planning of a proposed 384 million new town-in-town in the
eastern end of the model neighborhood, for which Model Cities has
already allocated $4.077.497. There are 500 homes under rehabilita-
tion and 2,000 move assigned to private developers, The Housing De-
velopment and Kehabilitation Corporation—established by Model
Cities is perhaps the program’s most successful component. At one
time the city was assured of receiving $50 million for its rehabilita-
tion program, but federal budget cuts have reduced this drastically.

In rehabilitation. except for Boston and New York, other cities 1n
this study are not doing much. By early 1972, Boston had 719 housing
units in the pipeline and New York had 1.031 units under rehabilita-
tion and another 2400 in planning. New York's biggest housing
tragedy has been the Emergeney Repair Programn (whicﬁ Model Citics
entered after the program was in operation for severul years under
the city’s Housing and Development Administration), which ended
up in bribes, kickbacks, and millions of wasted dollars. This same type
of program has also experienced difliculty in several other cities (not
in this study) ; however. this does net reduce the need for the program
or the ability of well managed citics to operate it properly.

Public Facilities and Socinl Serrices—Most of the cities put money
inte community facilities. Seattle was particulurly proficient at this.
It built over 15 parks and playgrounds: added $35.000 of new strect
lighting. $66.000 of underground wiring, and $225.000 of utility up-
grading: and completed many other projects for the model neighbor-
hood, It is now developing a series of multiservice centers and otlier
socially oriented facilitios.

Alwost. all of the cities have constructed or plan to construet elabo-
rate community facilities, Chicago is proceeding to build four 2.5
million multi-service centers in the four model neighborhoods:; Indian-
apolis already has four centers; Dayton is building a million dollar
comprehensive social service center; and Savannah has rehabilitated
an old building for this purpose.

Newark has placed n large share of its funds in new street lighting.
new street signs, tot lots, improved refuse collection. and four Action
Now centers. It has also allocated over $1 million for three multi-
purpose centers. The city's biggest problem has been its inability to
select competent and dedicated people to run these programs properly.,
The right programs have been selected but few function well. And

@ ‘enance and follow-up are poor (typical. however, in most citics).

F lC:rmmds and certain other facilities have been allowed to detori-
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orate to the point of non-use and community isgrace, largely because
of the hurry to spend money and build things and the lack of concern
for providing ongoing, long-range funds to keep the facilities in de-
cent condition.

Law and Justice—All the cities have developed projects designed to
reduce crime. Perhaps the most comprehensive is Newark’s law and
justice program. In June 1972, Eugene Doleschol, director of the In-
formation Center at the National Commission on Crime and Delin-
quencg’o( NCCD). stated that Newark is one of three cities that stands
out above all others when its Model Cities criminal justice projects
are examined fromn a city point of view rather than project-by-project.
He stated that Newark administers the most well-rounded program,
outstanding “because of the comprehensiveness of its approach. its
planninf and coordination. the sophistication of its programs, and
its fiscal skill in using Model Cities seed money to attract . . . other
funds.” 8

Zn idea of the program’s comprehensiveness may be derived from ...
an outline of projects. As a master project. Newark’s Compreliensive
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Planning Project coordinates
subprojects. The Comprehensive Juvenile Delinquency Strategy Pro-

ram consolidates existing and new juverile delinquency projects. The

outh Service Agency plans, operates, and coordinates community-
based youth services that operate from youth centers. The Pilot Proj-
ect in Pre-Adolescent Services is part of a national strategy of the
Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration
(YDDPA). in which Newark and 135 other cities have been selected
to develop and implement comprehensive demonstration programs.
Another body. the Narcotics Advisory and Rehabilitation Council,
consolidates five narcotic prevention and treatment programs. Legal
services for residents, three police storefronts safety lighting, minia-
ture teletype units in patrol cars, walkie-talkies for the Police Tacti-
cal Squad, and an _electronic stenographic system are all part of the
program. As is indicative of these projects. funds for Newark's pro-
grams have not all gone to hardware. & common complaint about law
enforcement projects in many other cities.

Certain other cities have done fairly well with their Model Cities
cviminal justice money also. Seattle has developed an outstanding
Public Defender program under a non-profit corporation, which is
attending to 45,000 needy cases annually never before serviced. Most
of the cities have developed half-way houses for ex-convicts, drug
addicts. aleoholies, and youth offendere. Chicago has developed six
police community centers and two vouth correction service centers.
It al<o has 486 police-community aides who assist the police in minor
duties. They have mainly, however, succeeded in developing better
police community relations and calmer neighborhoods. The quality
of centers and the performance of police community aides in the
cities are mixed. In many cases. for example. police gides have not
been fully trained or integrated into police departments. And too
often they are given unproductive and unrewarding assignments.

& Engene Dolocchol, Criminal Justice Programa in Model Cities, Crime and Delinqueney
Literature, Volume 4, No. 2, June 1872, pp. 318-321.
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Again, in emghasis of the importance of sound management, when
there is good administration and leadership from the top, programs
run better. Where there is not, it is difficult to see where greater local
discretion to make decisions will help.

Conclusion

In order to reach its quality of life goals, the Model Cities Program
believed it needed to attack all problems, and at the same time. This
has had the effect of diluting funds so that it has been difficult to
show an impact in any one function. On the other hand, the wide
range of programs has provided valuable demonstrations of what
the urban areas need and what might work. This latter experience
has probably been more worthwhile than what would have been de-
rived from a concentration of funds in only a few functions, for
then Model Cities would have been much like categorical grants
without the benefit of flexible and innovative monies.

As stated previously, we believe that smaller amounts of moneyv
should have been used in m::r(\iy of the questionable, experimental
areas, with larger doses applied to the top priorities. In any event.
there was never enough money to reach the critical mass—to substan-
tially solve problems—in any function. And now, to the demise of
rities and counties the debate has unwittingly switched from the need
for resources to the structure of the revenue process. Nevertheless.
the nation will shortly have to think seriously about the level of
resources needed to solve its problems.

This study shows that very few cities have been able to achieve
success in all service areas. On the other hand, it reveals examples
of individual project successes which could very well be expanded
citywide or the experiences transferred to other jurisdictions which
might benefit. In this res%ect, one must not lose sight of the importance
of trying to make specific projects in the neighborhoods successful,
where this potential exists. In this way resigents may continue to
receive services they need, regardless of some failures about them.
In the meantime, further improvements can come about through addi-
tional federal incentives, local leadership, better city management,
and a concerned citizenry.




ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

V. Cimizexy Particirarion

Citizen participation has been perhaps the most coutroversial fea-
ture of the Model Cities Prognam. It has had snecesses and failures.
And althongh Model Cities was desigmed to be the mayor’s program,
the unexpected determination of residents to wield a strong voice in
the program changed the scope of priorities: Ever since. HUD has
heen trying to return the program to the chief executives but to
maintain a meaningful and effective system of citizen participation.

T'sing Helpful Nomenclature

A useful classification of the relationships among citizens, staff and
city officials was developed by Marshall Kaplan, Gans and Kahn in
a study of the Mode] Cities planning process.! They placed planning
in the context of five basic possibilities (with the likehhood of numer-
ons variations): (1) stef deminance—strong control by staff, sus-
tained chief executive interest. and citizen involvement primarily to
legitimize the process: (2) staff influence—some staff involvement,
minimal chief executive interest, and weak (non-cohesive and not
}.mlitically integrated) resident involvement; (3) parity—acceptable
evels of staff involvement. sustained chief executive interest, and
cohesive, turbulent free citizen involvement; (4) resident influence—
minimal staff and chief executive involvement, and usnally a non-
coliesive, mostly turbulent resident group. and finally (5) resident
dowinance—support from the chief executive and staff, and strong
and cohesive—not necessarily politically integrated or turbulent—
resident involvement. It is natural for these variables to interchange
frequently, as political and social climates change.
tiverview of Fight Cities

In the eight cities examined in this study. the range of diversity
has varied from one extreme to unother. Parity lias been the case for
hoth Seattle and Boston, and resident dominance—for much of the
time—in both Dayton and New York. Staff dominance has existed
in four cities: Chicago, Indianapolis. Savannah, and Newark.

Indianapolis emerged from a strong resident position to one of
parity and then to stafl dominauce, as the professionals began to
initiate, plan and manage almost all programs. There is a feeling now
that it may have again moved to a position of parity.

Tntil recently,&g*:wark’s staff dominance did not mean mayvoral
or city hall control but rather the overpowering elusiveness, independ-
ence and secrecy of the CDA director and a few staff members. In
Chirago and Savannah, staff dominance has never been questioned.

Davton is another story. Many observers would call this system
resident dominance because of a powerful, rather independent citizen's

1 The Wodel Cities Pragram, A Comparative Analusia of the Planning Process in Fleven
Cities, Marshall Kaplan Gans and Knkn Associates alvo completed studies of 21 Model
Clties in 1072 and a survey of 147 cities in 1873, making use of the same terminology.
Thoi &lso conclude that findings In the later studles are essentlally the same as the early
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board, which has had veto power over any action in the model neigh-
borhood. Yet the city staff has been influential enough to prevent.
things from getting completely out-of-control.

In New York the dominance of residents was countermanded by a
much stronger staff role. The resident groups are presently non-cohe-
sive and non-turbulent.

Chicago: Staff Dominance

Under the powerful leadership of Mayor Daley. citizens in Chicago
have been unable to effectively challenge city half control. In the early
days of Model Cities—when IITUD was pushing for greater citizen in-
volvement—>Mayor Daley sternly warned HUD Secretary George
Romney and Regional Director Francis Fisher that the federal gov-
ernment was not going to tell him how to run his city. But after some
federal pressures and a recommendation from a blue-ribbon committee
he appointed, Community Inprovenient Advisory Committee (unsed
as the Workable Program Advisory Committee), he agreed to the con-
cept of citizen involvement and declared that 30 percent of Model
Cities Board members would be elected and 50 percent appointed, as
long as he made the appointments. In Chicago’s one-sided, politically
dominated system, this meant the Democratic Organization would win
almost all elective seats and Mayor Daley would need to make only
one or two appointments in cach area to control the board; only in the
Woodlawn area did the anti-Daley forces gain a significant voice.

This ohsession by city hall for control led to one of the highest votes
cf any Model Cities program in the nation. Daley marshalled precinct
workers and his whole political ninchinery to “get out the vote”; con-
sequently, over 30 percent of eligible voters participated, compared to
five and ten percent in most cities. :

In spite of the unfavorable odds against citizen control, residents
have been given more power than everlix'fore and more than any other
official bod§v in the city. For example, the city’s War-on-(%)verty pro-
%mm—Chlcago Committee on Urban Opportunity (CCUQ)—has
always been a city operation without citizen control, s’\l:mbo]ica]]
Fuxded by a blue-ribbon board appointed by the mayor. The CCU

ocal boards have dealt mainly with less important problems revolvi
around neighborhood centers. But in the Model ('ities program, loca

olitical analysts believe that Mayor Daley’s strategy—to appoint
1alf of the Model Cities membership—was designed to provide broader

articipation rather than to gain control. If all board members had

n elected, Daley’s political apparatus conld have easily won the

majority, if not all members in three of the areas. The appointment
process has allowed the Model Cities director, Erwin France, to recom-
mend qualified persons to the mayor from a wide variety of sources.
And a{t]mugh there is littl:oguestion that all major discisions are
made from Daley’s office. a good deal of what the boards recommend is
accepted. For the first time, citizens are actually contributing ideas
and determining neighborhood priorities. As a result, the pendulum
of snccess or failure for citizen participation in Chicago has swung to
the positive side.

Indianapolis

O T Dominance or Parity.—Indianapolis has a strongly oriented
E mc‘rogram but it also has considerable input from citizens. Citizens
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assume mostly a secondary role hecause of lack of staff for the Model
Cities Board and because the city hall staff is exceptionally competent
and far ahead in its planning. The substance of plans and new program
ideas are gencrated mainly from city hall. Indeed, some key residents
feel that the neighborhood task force proposals, as restructured by
technicians, distort their views, In the second and third action years,
Madel Cities Board members continued to express a belief that they
were receiving only token recognition from the mayor’s office. The
partienlarly resented strong city hall control over fiseal, personnel, an
policy matters.

Part of the problem stems from the fact that the board itself has
been split most of the time. There have been serious factional disputes
and, moreover, there are questions about whether the board fairly
represents the community. For example, when elections were due in
the spring of 1971, the board balked, pointing ont that there was not
enough time to show program effectiveness and. therefore, this might
hurt their ehances for re-election. Mayor Lugar finally threatened
to cut off the 875 monthly stipend paid to neighborhood members
if an clection weve not held. It tinally took place February 4, 1972,
resulting in a nore cohesive. less turbnlent hoavd.

Althongh characterized by staff dominance, program administra-
tors in Indianapolis have mrtured channels of communication and

articipation. For example. the eity reguires program approval by

th the neighborhood planning councils and the CDA Board. In
explaining the effectiveness of this process, David Meeker, former
deputy mavor of Community Seivices (the department under which
Model (‘ities falls). stated that all past board proposals have been
accepted by Mayor Lngar and that the mayor insists he will support
any program veceiving substantial citizen acceptance—not merely
board endorsement. Their philosophy is designed to enconrage greater
participation. Furthermore, there is a comnnnity feeling that city
officials are genuinely attempting to develop an acceptiable process.
even thongh it is one designed by city hall. On the whole, in spite of
past difficulties, the system is operating successfully.

Planned TVariations—Under Planned Variations, although the
model neighborhood continues to enjoy the special position as an
impact avea ( with the same level of funding), Tndianapolis has taken
steps to include other disadvantaged areas in its redevelopment plans.
A Mayor's Task Force on Comnmunity Serviees is engaged in making
recomniendations for additional areas to be included in the plan
based on two major eriteria: (1) availabiiity of resources so that the
required impact ean be achieved : and, (2) existence of a viable ecitizen
participation organization within the community and completion
of a sound planuing process, The relationship to the city’s overall
strategy is taken into consideration in designing the plan. This in-
cludes a policy of expansion until the central bnsiness district is
largely surrounded and the entire “inner city” is designated as model
neighborhoods.

Initial expansion is taking place in the Highland-Brookside neigh-
borhood. which has a snb-avea plan approved in 1969 by a local citizen
participation structnre—the Near East Side Community Organiza-
-1 WESC'0). NESCO was selected by a Neighborhood Congress,
EMCiS comprised of 140 formal representatives appointed by 70
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different citizen groups. In February 1972, €3 million in projects was
approved for ighland-Brookside and $3.75 million set aside for all
other neighhorhoods in the Inner Need Area. The eity has committed
itself to an effective citizen participation program and certifieation of
recognized eitizen imits on a citywide basis,

Narwnpal y Ntaff Dowinanes

Another svstem dominated by the (DA staff and city officials is
Savanuah, There was little history of citizen involvement prior to
the Madel Cities Community Aetion Prograns, Apathy and alien-
ation have been the rule. with residents under the helief that their
ideas would be of little value and probably wonld not be considered
anyway. It was not surprising that there was no clamor from resid.ones
to bring Model Cities to Savaunab. Indeed, it was up to the city
manager to initiate the planning and eonvinee an overly conservative
city couneil (there is now another, more liberal conneil) that the
money would be an economic advantage to the city—nmeh like a new
industry, Tt was the Model Cities planning process, the workshops
and vesident training (the latter, condueted by Savannah State Col-
lege and the University of Georgia) which led to the active involve-
ment of onee passive residents. Former City Manager Picot Flovd,
even today. is highly impressed with this suecessful mohilization,
deelaring the active development of the Model Cities Neighborliood
Council as the most signifieant acecomplishment of the Savannah pro-
gram, Althongh he feels this new political maturity will continue to-
grow, theve are those who are skeptieal of the intentions of certain
cleeted officinls to nurture this rather successful development process,
As one alderman put it. “Tt wonld he no great loss if Model Cities
fell.” Responsible loeal observers believe that. a “no strings attached”
special revenne shaving package wonld very likely let it fall, along
with five vears of ¢itizen growth and motivation.

Tike other nrograms, this one has had its probems. The Model
Cities Neighborhood Conneil was legitimately elected through a com-
munity convention process of several neetings, which drew as many as
1.000 persons. But factianal disputes disrupted the board during the
various nerinds of its historv, and srguments abont not. hirine enough
residents slowed the progiam. The boards exeentive director was
fired for mis-management and nwnethical practice. Eventually, the city
wias foreed to place tighter controls on operations, and ever since,
thines have ran more smoothly,

The Savannah experience, like many others, points ont the need for
citv anidanee throngh growth periods. With this kind of administra-
tive leadership. this program continnes to improve. projects are operat-
ing near capacity, and particinants are growing, a sense of commnrnity
is anparent, and (2 obgerved by a loeal official) there are more blacks
in loeal movernment (many in kev positions) then would have hween
emploved in 10 to 15 vears without Madel Cities.

Althoneh Savannah was not fortunate enough to fall nunder the
Pianned Variations procrom, the CDA staff (in anticipation of rey-
enne sharing) proposed that the eitv extend citizen participation eitv-
wide and expand resonrees to all 11 poverty arens outside the model
neighborhood. Thev recommended that one representative be elected
‘@~ Community Advisory Couneil for each 1.000 residents living in

F lCm\'crty areas. However, until more is learned abont the status of
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revenue sharing, ity council has postponed any decisions on this plan.
In brief, many believe that without a requirement for citizen par-
ticipation, the city fathers may drop the idea even though it is judged
to be perhaps the city’s most important accomplishment.

Newark: Staff Dominance

Newark started ont under city hall control and practically no citi-
zen influence. With the election of Gibson, it turned to a staff dominant
programn, but still with executive leadership and weak citizen involve-
ment. The CDA not only controlled the citizen participation process,
but to the annoyance of city officials, remained almost completely inde-
pendent of city operations, proceeding to create a “shadow govern-
ment.” The director during this period, Junius Williams, believed that
citizen participation would be more effective by employing model
ncighborhood residents in kev positions rather than developing a
strong citizen board—in direct disregard to a management philosophy
which supports a clear distinction between elected policy makers and
statl. Some local people were employed in important positions but
many principals were not city residents, anyway. Most damaging, the
approach resulted in a weak citizen board—one which was unable to
develop legitimaey. influence city politics, or even keep tabs on what
the director was doing.

From the beginning in 1968, Williams led a dissident group called
Newark Area Planning Association (NAPA). They held an inde-

'ndent election outside federal guidelines which nearly cost Newark
its first year funding. However, HU'D merely nullified the election.
A second election was held which drew about 6,000 voters and used
regular city voting machines. But the second eouncil was too big (52
members) and was inflicted with severe racial splits and calculated
control from city hall—directed by then Mayor Hugh J. Addonizo.
Addonizo moved decisively to gain control of the Model Neighborhood
Council by offering jobs to its inembers and loading the entire agency
with patronage emplovees. Naturally, citizen participation never got
off the ground,

When Kenneth Gibson won election as mayor in 1970, he replaced
almost all patronage emplovees with mode! neighborhood residents
and committed himself to operating a “clean ship.” However, the
Model Neighborhood Council never developed any strength. even
thou(_rh it was granted veto power by city council. Its powers were di-
Inted beeause everything it did was treated in a negative way. The
CDA staff immersed it in the review of previous activities rather than
concentrating its attention on rew programs. Its decisions turned out
to be untimely and unimportant. And by fall of 1972, the Model Neigh-
borhood Council was not having any more success than it had in the
beginning in controlling programs or influencing the largely inde-
pendent CDA. Block clubs and district assembly meetings turned out
to be the main source of citizen involvement. As time grew on, the
community appeared even less motivated to improve itself. and citi-
zen enclaves were battling among themselves. Gibson had to do
something.

Planned Variations gave the mayor that chance. He began to plan
and program citywide, and he also developed one citywide eitizens ad-

© @ ‘ouncil of 27 members—18 appointed by the mayor and nine
E mc‘council. The Model Neighborhood Council has been abandoned
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but the district assemblies continue to meet as a source of additional
input. Moreover, although the new citywide council is merely advisory,
some of the city staff believe it may become fairly influential if it can
help to diffuse the highly volatile mix of mayor and city council. It
could also assist in bringing some of the independent administrative
units together under a strong mayor or business administrator. In
effect, it could act in a capacity which the city council is unable to
fulfill at this time because of its differences with the mayor.

Although the new citizen body has been given some staff, its lack
of formal power might very well hurt its legitimacy and effectiveness
over the long-run. Newark has been fooled so many times—by the
selfish interests of some leaders. incompetency, and now a nationalistic
fever—that it is running scared. It looks as if no substantial authority
willlege given to any citizen group until some of the major issues are
solved.

Dayton: Resident Dominance

Dayton’s citizen structure could very well be the strongest in the
country. This is because of an “equal partnership” agreement which
is respected by the residents and the city but which has not been passed
into law, mainly because it would be illegal to grive this much power
away to a resident group. For a long time. the Model Cities Planning
Council (MCPC—policy board) was almnost as powerful as the city
commission in Model Cities affairs. This local board has had a four-
man staff, has developed its own programs, and has had virtual veto
power over any proposal destined for the model neighborhood. Real-
1zing that it had gone too far, the city commission was anxious to pull
hack when Planned Variations came in by declining to give the same
latitude to five other citizen councils it had developed on its own ini-
tiative for the rest of the city. It justified giving extensive power to
the mostly black model neighborhood because of historic inequities
against minorities and the need for them to catch up. Despite the
genuiness of this reasoning the city fathers were also trying to find
a way out of diffusing their authority any further, for perhaps there
would be no need for the city commission. They believe they have
found a middle-ground in the new councils.

Nevertheless, the Model Cities Planning Council has been & valu-
able demonstration in power and organization. The system utilizes &
gure election process and regular voting machines. The Planning

ouncil’s 27-members are elected from nine neighborhoods. During

the first vear, it had to fight for itslegitimacy with city hall and groups

from West Dayton who challenged it. For instance, the West Dayton

Area Council-—an umbrella group of organizations with a loni,r history

of involvement in the area—attacked the MCPC for not truly repre-

senting all the area’s constituents, but preferred not to get involved

itself because it believed the Planning Conncil to be dominated by a

few spokesmen. Other groups complained that despite the high degree

of organization and nine paid community organizers, citizen participa-

tion never did become widespread. It largely relied on leaflets and the

“grapevine” for its communication. And the lack of participation was

@ pounded by the chairman, Roger Prear, who surrounded himsclf

EMC: paramilitary black militants who frightened poor- and middle-
s 8 blacks and whites.
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By the second year, a much more open chairman, George Washing-
ton, was elected, and the atmosphere imgroved, though still clouded
by the presence of fear. During the whole period of development,
middle-class blacks continually charged the city with racsim for allow-
ing the MCPC to openly flaunt sound and honest rules only so that
the city could eventually claim control by default. However, from the
city’s point of view, officials did not want to intervene for fear of vio-
lating their “equal partnership” agreement. Neverthelrss, it became
apparent that some fgrm of city intervention would have to take place:
yet, it came only when additional resources from Planned Variations
allowed it to go citywide. But the city commission has still not de-

precise roles between itself and the Planning Council. '

In spite of its problems with the Planning Council, for a long time
the city had recognized the value of creating meaningful citizen struc-
tures in all sectious of the community. Well Defore Planned Variations,
it allocated $200,000 of city funds for this purpose. And under Planned
Variations, an additional 2 million has been distributed to five elected
couricils on the basis of community need. Their less extensive power
tends to balance that of the Planning Council, but includes such im-
portant things as developing a comprehensive plan and determining
priorities for the use of money allocated to them. They also channel a
great deal of attention to overall city goals and objectives, although
each council meets directly with the city commission on its own prob-
lems. Staff assistance is provided by a “super CDA.* under the
direction of an assistant city manager.

New York: Besident Doininance rig-a-ris Steff Influece

Taking its clue from the Commumity Action Program. Model Cities
in New York fell nnder resident dominance immediately, Initial feel-
ings were that resident power was snpposed to be on the same level for
both programs. s the program ran into delays of up toa vear or niore
and the mability of the city to spend half of its Model Cities money.
the city blamed the residents and the residents blamed the city for the

roblems. But Lblame can be placed both on factional conflicts on the
ocal boards and on the shoulders of city officials who refused to resolve
prohlems and move the program along early enough.

To begrin with, Mayor Lindsay placed Model Cities under a weak
executive secretary and a committee of powerless and disinterested city
commissioners, who ended np sending their subordinates to meetings.
Policy decisions were really made by the three local divectors and three
Model Cities Policy Committees {MCPC) from three different bhor-
oughs. Although the committees did not possess final decision-making
authority, they had informal veto power through their ability to hold
%&_‘pmjects thev did not like, and the city usually gave them their way.

at was called Model Cities “partnership™ turne:l ont to he local
board dominance and demands for things the city did not want. And
there was a general concern that Model C'ities miglit get as independent
and powerful as the comnmumity action corporations. with little room
for city participation.

Well into the first action vear. the program dragged along. Mayor
Lindsay finally had to face up to the fact that it was necessary to move
control in the direction of city hall, confront community opposition,

O “'rect the bureaucracy to cooperate, It was at this stage that the

ERIC
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bureaucracy 1:as ..olding up progress as much as anybody else, particu-
larly such departients us budget, veal estate, and personnel and inves-
tigations. The delays prompted the Brouklyn Policy Committee to
stage a to-day sit-in in December 1969, charging that the system had
allowed them to spend only a fraction of their alloted $29 million,
while the first action year was nearly half over. The other two model
neighborhood groups were even in worse shape in their ability to
operate programs and spend agency money. The city decided it was
tine to follow a report of reorganization prepared by the McKinsey
consulting firm of New York.

Mayor Lindsay issued an exeentive order making Model Cities an
administration and placing it under the direction of a strong admin-
istrator and a newly appointed central board of citizens. The admin-
istrative arrangenients seemed to work well, but the new board was
underntilized and consistently bypassed. The program’s administrator,
Joseph Williams, called the board into session enly twice in two
vears, a defunct operation for all practical purposes. On the other
side. Williams has proved to be an effective and strong administrator,
managing key aspects of the program himself, and unafraid to inake
unpopular deeisions even in the face of cominunity opposition. And
local Poliey Committees have contimied to be the source for citizen
input, although their powers have been largely diluted.

As it happened, most people behind the Policy Committees never
truly represented their communities anyway. To corrvect this, new elec-
tions were called in 1972, with the guidelines designed to include
representation from the young and aged and a limit on the number
of *povertverats” (those in the OEQ poverty programs) who could
serve. so that a few “professional spokesmen” would not be able to
control the hoards. The elections corrected some of the abuses, but
even today there are overlapping controlling memberships with a few
veople nominating the Policy Committees, In any event, dual elec-
tions and dual structures—the anti-poverty corporations and Model
Cities Committees—have created two power structures in the poor
communities, a duplication of services, and a great deal of wasted
citizen efforts. This system has merely diffused power and caused
frustrations. Model Cities has been able to achieve the degree of
coordination and cooperation necessary to improve neighborhood
organization,

To create some harmony out of the proliferation of neighborhnod
aroups and to develop an effective participation structure, Mayor
Lindsay proposed a citywide system of neighborheod government in
1972, Later that vear, the Scott Commission. appointed by Governor
Nelson Rockefeller. recommended a svstem of neighborhood govern-
ment with even greater power than Lindsay’s proposal. And now a
newly appointed Charter Commission is looking into the possibilities
of decentralization, hoping to come out with & report by 1974, The
ity is pre=ently engaged in a pilot project in eight distvicts, designed
to demonstrate the effects of decentralized ndministrative control
nnder a distriet manager and single responzible citizen hody in each
area. To a Inrge extent, these moves toward neighborhood government
hiave come abont hecanse of the experiences of the Community Action
and Model Cities Programs.

Q
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Boston’s System of Purity

A\ system of parity—that is meaningful, non-disruptive citizen
participation, and acceptable levels of staff and chief exccutive in-
volvement—exists to 4 larger extent in Boston and Seattle than other
cities in this study.

In Boston. the Model Neighborhood Board has been given consider-
able power, yet works well with the city. In sharp contrast to many
other communities, the genesis of effective citizen participation here
was the conmtmunity action program, more specifically the Area Plan-
ning Action Council (APAC). Four APAC corporations function
ir. various parts of the Model Neighborhood, and they have been
unnsuglly cooperative in assisting Model Cities administrators.

‘The Model Neighborhvod Board has developed into a position of
strength. However, it has been difficult for it to assimilate a feeling
of area-wide interest beeause of its “elongated doughnut™ shape and
three distinet neighhorhoods. But after some internal power struggles
of its own and the resignation of its first chairman, the board was
able to establish primacy among local resident groups. Its prestige
lia< evolved far enough along to have developed an “aura of sanctity,”
and the legitimacy of its decisions are seldom questioned. While other
lacal bodies have had advisory or review powers delegated to them
by administrative agreements, the Model Neighborhood Beard was
unigpiely given important decision-making authority by city ordinance.
These powers inelude authority over all Model Cities plans, programs,
proposals and contracts, and has made it into a powerful body.

The CD.\ administrator is obligated to follow the wishes of the
majority of the board. Tf he disagrees he may submit disputes to
binding arbitration before three arbitrators—one chosen by the board,
one by the adwuinistrator, and one by agreement between the two.
Surprisingly, no issue has yet had to go as far as arbitration. Usually,
consensus s reached through a rationale discussion of differences In
comunity workshops.

Muny believe that a prineipal renson for success is that rhetoric
from the board is well chosen. caveful. and seldom publically critical
of vity government or the CDA. The most frequent outbursts have
been against the federal government and the Administration’s “cynical
lack of support™ for the Model Cities effort. It shuns radicals. When
one black activist organization. RAP, attempted to win some hoard
sent<, the gronp lost badly “because they scared people.” Yet, the
ChA has assisted groups like the Pantlers and Welfare Rights when
it felt the projects were justified. Tt vepeatedly states its parpose as
“plinn <l construetive soclil change within the existing political strue-
e The DA administeator. Panl Parks. believes that working
within the svstennmay be the “main reason this heard is move effective
thay Drvtons"-—wlich hux aperated too independently.,

Om the other band, the board's effectivencess is limited in a number
of wave Itx Aadt is small and the CDA overwhelms it with expertise,
maline it difeait for members to influence programs and priorities.
Dt it is respeeted, mostly seeing itself as a chanee agent and evaluator
not ap operator of programs. This role may be its most important
I‘Hl?'liﬂ.‘(‘ anyvway,

Q@ sueeess of the Model Neighborhood Board may encourage the

EMC) go further. In 1968, Mavor Kevin White appointed a Home
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Rule Commission which eventually came forth with recommendations
for a system of elected community councils for the entire city—still
under consideration by the city and state legislature. And even prior,
since 1968, the city has had 14 little city halls which cover the entire
city. The mayor wonld like to see citizen boards developed along side
all the little city hails

Seotfle's Pasity

Scattle too has a system of parity. Although the Model Cities Citizen
Advisory Council has little formal power, 1t has significant influence.
The residents and staff get along weﬁ and the mayor shows a sustained
interest in the program. Perhaps much of this is so because of an
ever present interest in improving the area. For example, the Model
Neignborhood has never suffered from lack of orgmnizution, with over
100 groups operating there long before Model Cities. Furthermore,
residents and the city agreed on their roles from the beginning, and
the city made a conscious effort not to oversell the program. The
Model Cities Couneil has been given more power than its name sig-
gests, Tt ean ereate policy and it can approve plans before submission
to the mayor and city council. But city hall has made it clear that
it has final control over the program. Instead of wasting time and
energy fighting over roles, residents and city hall have concentrated
on getting the most out of the role assigned to each.

While in most places Loards are clected. in Seattle loeal organiza-
tions choose the vacially-mixed, 100-member body. Although no one
suggests that such a large board is the best way to operate, its chairman,
Judge Charles Johneon, helieves the system is satisfactory heeause a
iot of the work gets done through smaller committees, He also feels
this board is more effective than that of the local community action
program beeause it has bronder representation and is more convincing
to the power structure. On the other hand, groups have criticized it
for a number i reasons: not electing at least some members, too large
and unwieldy, invoives too few disadvantaged citizens, and has not
legitimized the structnre for long-range permanency.

Towever, some of these things have ocenrred in other ways, A Model
Citie~ Land Use Review Board. composed of mode! neighborhood resi-
dents, has been given the final decision-making authority all zoning
changes and land-use policy in the model neighborhood. There is con-
sensus that “nothing gets done in the madel neighborhoad without the
approval of this hoard.” And inder Planued Varintions. there has been
an expansion of Citizen Advisory Couneils to three other model neigh-
borhoods. In addition. an eleeted Advisors Council—form the fonr
neighborhood councils—has beenr empowered to consider broader
qrestions,

Monnwlile a Mavors Task Foreis cxsininine the possibility of
ereating citizen (district) vounreils in a'l neteiliorloods of the cityv—-to
advise the eity on suele things as gencral policics, ity badget, legizla-
tion, oned comprehensive developrnent plang submitted by each eity de-
partiaent, Besides the neighborhood couneils. the »aver and business
coinpnmity are in favor of a citywide (central) conncil, with repre-
sontation from all Distriet Councils. Little city hall are also being de-
veloped to assist the work of neighborhood conneils. \

O ummary, citizen participation has been healthy for Seattle and

FRJC programs. It has developed new leadership, made citizens more
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productive, and created a more positive naage of government and its
officials.
Conclusions

Measuring the results of citizen participation is difficult. In spite
of thisthere are some elear indieations of progress, We have indicated a
number of them in the discussion of product in this report. But beyond
that, citizen participation has sounght and found new resident leader-
ship. forced some important changes in government, brought democ-
racy and decision-making closer to the people. and involved at least
sonie of the poor in the actual workings of government. Most impor-
tantly. it has created a feeling in lurge segments of our population
that govermuent really caves. As this study shows, there have been suc-
cesses and failures, Where successes have oceurred, the people involved
believe their experience to be worthwhile personally and valuable for
better government. In the failures. most officials are treating them as
temporary and are attempting to find the right mix of ingredients for
their particnlar city or county. Some have given up or are trying to
submerge the process so that it is targely meaningless. Put one has only
(o look at cities where residents are actively participating in the proc-
exses of Governmient to feel a spirit and terchange that has never
existed before. It is siely a closer step to the deniocratic principles of
this nation.

Some important lessons have heen learned about developing the citi-
zent participation inechanism.

ouncil Size.—In reviewing the cities in this study. as well as some
others, a consensus emanates that the most effective citizen bourd size
is a small grouping—nsually less than 20 members—becanse it is more
manageable and responsive and members tend to retain greater inter-
est. Naturally, some larger councils snceeed, but most experience un-
necessary delays, tedious rules and procedures, and greater chance
for disruption. Usnally large bodies have to be broken down into
rather specialized committees anyway. with small executive commit-
tecs doing most of the work. The main arguemnt for a large hody is
that broader conimumity representation may be obtained; however,
the negative points tend to outweigh this advantage.

C'ompenzating Members—In regards to compensating members for
their services and time. the question is less clear. Citizen councils, like
city councils and other boards can he effective with or withont pay.
Usually other motivations are more important. such as dedieation. in-
tevest 1n one’s work. and the anthority and meaning given to the job.
Nevertheless, feelings are strong in favor of paying ordinary residents
for their services if we are to be fair, especially in a society which pays
clected officials, private corporate board members and others. At the
very lenst, meeting expenses should be veimbursed for low income
persons.

Authority and Staff —Experience shows that citizen participation
will be largely meaningless and short lived if the system does not
include genuine purpose and authority. It is best that the extent and
limit of power be officially established by ordinance, including a clear
explanation of the chain-of-command so that there is no question of
how plans and policies originate and pass from residents to city hall
"0 1 to elected officials. The range of authority should not only
Emca the ability to create specified policies but the flexibility to
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operate programs where necessary. Decision-making may involve city
budgets, zoning, comprehensive planning. capital improvements, eval-
uation of services, and other matters important to each neighborhood.

Operations may include multiservice center projects, information
and referral, or any service which a citizen group might improve. We
have witnessed too many citizen groups which have deteriorated be-
cause they did not have project operating responsibilities. First James
1. Sundquist, in his Making Federalism Work, advocated that Model
Cities nerghborhood resident organizations be non-operating because
he believed their planning and coordinating responsibilities to be
incompatible with operations.? HUUDD has pursued the same policy,
although some Model Cities resident groups are operating programs
anyway. This policy was more appropriate when there were only
single neighborhood councils functioning, but under a citvwide system,
operating projects seem to come natural. We find that certain neigh-
borhood groups are more effective and long-lasting if thev are able
to operate at least some programs. In anv event, coordination is
achieved at this level largely through the staffs of agencies in one-stop
multiservice centers. It has been difficult for neighborhood councils
to achieve areawide coordination from smaller target areas. The most
meaningful coordination has occurred at the chief executive level
and nnder the auspices of a citywide citizen body, much different from
neighborhood operations. As a practical matter. neighborhood coun-
cils shonld be allowed to operate programs sunitable to them, other-
wise many of them will not have much reason to exist.

Boards should be provided the resources to hire some staff—either
part-time or full-time and in relation to their responsibilities.

Citywide vis-a-vis Target Area Orientation—The community as a
whole should be involved in the participation process if a city expects
to reduce alienation and gain support for bond issues and other mat-
ters requiring majority approval. There are also good reasons for
target area concentration—to allocate resources where they are most
needed and to develop leadership where it was non-existent before.
However, concentrating resources should not obviate the need to
organize and carry on citywide programs. Furthermore, it is nearly
impossible to develop comprehensive plans and achieve interagency
goo.rdination without dealing with proglems and issues on a citywide

asis,

Citysride Citizen Board—TIn addition to neighberhood councils
functioning in all areas of the city, one central bodv—to impact
directly on city departments—is desirable for most large jurisdictions.
For cities with few neighborhood councils, a central board may not
be appealing to them: yet, an effective mechanism is needed to give
citizens the opportunity to influence plans and policies right at their
inception. Already there are fodcmr requirements for citizen par-
ticipation in workable (urban renewal) programs, annual arrange-
ments, revenue sharing proposals, and in most other federal grants.
Placing the citizen participation responsibility for all these programs
in the hands of one representative board makes sense because it re-
duces duplication and a good deal of confusion.

* Making Pederalism Work, Yamen L. SBundquist and David W. Davis, Brookings Institu.
Han 'l-vﬂnhlngton. D.C., 1969, p. 120, i h #
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Preferably, the majority of the central body should come from the
neighborhood councils and the rest from appointments by the chief
executive so that an atmosphere of partnership is created. This body,
too, should have some stag but, unlike the neifghborhood groups, be
non-operating. It should concentrate on developing citywide plans
and assisting the city council by helping to draw community con-
gensus on city goals and objectives. It should do such things as con-
ducting periodic neighborliood workshops and monitoring and eval-
uating city services on a day-to-day basis, It should not be a competitor
of the city council. On the contrary, it should be a supplement, doing
the kinds of things city council outlines as appropriate to assist
council, and at the same time get the average citizen actively involved.

Various city departments, in addition to community development
and human resources, onght to be made responsive to the citywide
board. It is no longer enough that citizen groups impact only on
Madel Cities type activities. (sommunity devefbpment in fact involves
all departments; therefore, all departments should be brought into
a more formal system of relating directly with residents.

Selection Process—The rationalization of how neighborhood coun-
cils should be selected is a much more complicated process. In the case
of councils with extensive anthority, the pure election process may be
the best ; for others. the combination of eletcion and appointment may
be most suitable. In most cases, the decision may very well be left up
to each neighborhood ; and. neighborhoods should have the right not
to participate if they so choose. The combination of election from the
neighborhoods and appointment. by the chief executive has developed
a sense of partnership in many cities. However, where organizations
are permitted to choose council members, it is important that oppor-
tunity be provided for other residemts—who are not organization
members—to choose nominees also. Furthermore. it is appropriate that
the majority of members be chosen by the residents o? the area, that
an impartial observer be chosen to oversee the election, and that the
entire process be publicized widely.

Voter participation has not been good. A few cities in the Model
Cities Program approached 25 percent turnout for elections, two were
higher, but on the whole, voting has been poor. However, it has been
betterthan the OEQ Community Action Program, which has avera
less than five percent over the life of its program. Critics enjoy point-
ing to these low vote percentages to support their arguments for resi-
dent disinterest and apathy. Yet. to a large extent, residents simply
have not been encouraged by the eity's leadership to vote or have had
little reason to vote for hoards relegated little authority, In many in-
stances, local officials had no intention of encouraging massive resident
involvement, for fear it might compete with their own political carcers.
For many it was better to see the process whither away, nnless they
could control the new system too. It has not heen the habit of political
figures to enconrage the use of television or newspaper publicity, and
furthermore, there was little publie service time available for neigh-
borhood elections. In addition, clections have been too confining. They
have onlv invelved a small seetion of the community, and few major
organizations or the mass media took them seriously. It is more likely
that a system of citywide participation would encourage greater in-

Q Itisalsodesirable that one day be set aside for all neighborhood
E MC ns so that a maximum amount of publicity could be obtained.
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Leadership from ('ity Hall—Widespread participation is more
likely to come about witg official city leadership. A principal fault of
most of the Model Cities programs has been the lack of mayoral or ad-
ministrative leadership—usually over the apprehension of gettin
involved with activist citizens of different poinrs of view. Yet, to avoi
wasteful and nnusable creations, election oflicials should help in mold-
ing the system. participate themseives. publicize the purposes, legiti-
matize the process, and provide leadership and assistance when it 1s in
trouble.

Furthermore, responsive government is not helped by officials who
persistently point out that they are the ones elected by the citizens to
run the city and that others are not needed. Elections normally come in
four year cycles. Mcanwhile, citizens need to be involved in important,
almost day-to-day decisions of government, otherwise democracy and
responsiveness turn out to have little meaning for the average person.
Whiting to get back at officials in the next election is not what most

ple would call citizen participation. More and more chief executives

ave recognized this and are exercising leadership to genuinely involve

citizens. Accordingly, some of them are doing it without prodding
from the federal government.
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VIo Srare Aonox asp Pravare Responses

State Role

Model (ities Emerges us a Catalyst.—Model Cities has demonstrated
the need for assistance from other levels of government. including
the states and regions. It has been criticized for an inability to co-
ordinate and demand performance of other agencies; vet, cities and
states with considerab\y more stature and power have experienced
virtual impotency to do the same, and for a longer period of time.
For the most part, regnlar govermnent has been mmb‘o or nnwilling
to streamline structures, consolidate programs, establish coterminous
service districts, or reassign programs to the most effective operating
level. In most cases it was not until Model Cities personnel and citizen
task forces caused issnes to emerge that state and local officials realized
the immensity of the problem. Moreover, althougl there have been
some changes, service delivery in health, emplovment, social service
is still the weakest government link. Model Cities surfaced the problem
of the lack of intergovernmental vesponse but has never been the
appropriate body to do much about it. Nevertheless. state and local
cooperation reached its highest peak during the Model Cities Program.
It remains for the niore powerful to take the next steps.

The Power of the State.—There appears to be little question that
the states need to take a stronger role in the development of inter-
governmental cooperation and more effective local governments. They
already have the power. In most cases. an act of the legislature can
bring consolidation or strong regional government. The legislature
can abolish special districts and transfer their power and indebtedness
to city, county, or regional governments. It can designate COGs as
operating agencies for such things as mass transit, water and sewer
control, air pollution enforcement, housing development or regionally
oriented functions. Legislatures of two or more states can enter into
compacts to give combined power to the regional council of govern-
ment. The governor, by executive order, can divect his cabinet heads
or departinent directors to meet in the form of regional bodies to
coordinate functions and consolidate staff and facilities. He can ap-
point one eof these persons in each region as chairman (to whom
others report) and he can use state funds or federal monies (which
pass throuzh the state) as incentives to encournge local government
cooperation. Furthermore, the federal government can help the states
by using a large block of incentive money to be awarded to the regions
and localities which show the most progress, Washington should also
consider awarding special grants similar to that proposed for local
government to increase state government capacity. Attaching specific
performance requirements to revenue sharing bills for both the states
and loculities would be helpful, but this has been proposed before in
Congress and has not seen the light of day.

In the past several years, states have begun to do something about

Q own problemns. Many have created planning districts throughout

(h4)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ot

the state and have given new anthority to state regional ofticials to
act, California, for example, has established planning conneils in every
section of the state, Texas has gone one step further by giving the
councils the anthority to allocate resources, Many of the states where
there are aetive Model Cities programs have established task forees
and conissions to help solve coordinating problems. But the whole
guestion of reorganization mud consolidation is still on fertile soil.
Meanwhile. some states arve helping their Model City communities in
other ways,

The Leedd of State Pascticipution

Most states contributed at least technieal assistanee to Maodel Cities
communities. Soue gave extra resonrces throngh varions means, such
as inereasing the number of state workers in the model area. awarding
extra grants, and building additional facilities, which ordina.vily
would have gonue elsewhere,

Nowark (raincd —lu Newark's case, because of the city’s genervally
depressed condition, the state doubled Urban Aid to the city to $7.4
million annually. 1t alse has heen providing $9.25 million annnally
for the operation of Martland Hospital. a eity owned facility. Legisla-
tion was also passed to allow the city to impose new taxes on its own.
And New Jerzey's Commmnnity Atfairs Department has been partice-
ularly helpful. It awarded $60.000 in initial Model Cities planning
funds and £100.000 for the first action year. State specialists have
been assigned to Newark's program fulltime. Moreover. the city re-
ceived technical assistance and planning grants from the State Law
Enforcement Planning Ageney (SLEPA) and the Regional Medical
Program,.

In addition. New Jersey has assisted the city by (1) beginning con-
struction of the New Jetsey College of Medicine and Dentistry (a
project delayed since 1967) : (2) transplanting an entire public health
staff to Newark to assist in the constrnction of a public health system;
and (3) picking up much of the loeal share on projects which it
administered itself. but which woulkd never have functioned if Newark
had to provide the funds. However, even with this involvement, actual
coordinating mechanisms between the state and city are wanting. nor
have formal links been established that can stand on their own and
carry ou for the long-term future.

C'hicugo T'nresponsire.—In Illinois. it has been somewhat different.
With a P publican administration in control of the State House
during mest of the hfe of Chicago’s Model Cities Program, and a
strong city Democratic organization, state and local relationships were
held to a minimuam. Mayor Daley would not tolerate any “interference”
from state or federal ofticials. Nevertheless. he was particularly dis-
turbed about not getting a “fair share” of state tax distributions to
the city. In 1972 he estimated that although Chicago residents and
businessmen paid half of the state income tax. only 2.6 perceut was
returned to the city. (Mayor Lindsay and other big city inayors have
presented similav arguments.) However, the aid to Chicago has in-
creased dramatically in the last several years—from $68.6 million in
1968 to $139 million in 1972—hecause of the state income tax and
increased returns on water, fnel and sales taxes.

During Governor Ogilvie’s Administration, attempts were made to
El{ll C'llicugo in a number of arens—inchiding Model Cities—Dbut it
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was dithicult to twinper even lightly on Daley’s soil. Yet, aid has boeen
chanbeled to some eity progerams, Two Maodel Cities projects—Day
Care and Police Commumnity Services —receive finds on a thvee (state)
to one (eitv) matehing basis. Also, Chicago received most of the =19
million in state aid made available in 1972 throughont Hlinois to model
neighiborhoods and public housing projects. Without state aid, several
Chicago Model Cities projects and many other Model Cities projects
throughont the state conld not continae,

Without question, the state of Hlinois was attracted to doing a great
deal miore aboat urban probicms beeause of the investment of the fed-
eral government in the mode] neighborhoods, This invelvenient eon-
sistedd of finaneial aid, techuieal assistance and oreanizational improve-
ments. Athongh organizational changes, such as joint local and state
eoordimating task forees were not developed in Clicago, they were cre-
ated] in other Model Cities communities in Ilinods and at least reached
the fivst platean of sucees=s, lavgely because the governor wanted them
to he succes<ful and beeanse he directed his regional directors to ac-
tively participate,

There was o substantive amomnt of money and other forms of State
assistance vested in the Model Cities communities in Hlinois, This
would not Lave oceurred withont federal intervention, whieh ereated
the necessary resouree huse and, guaranteed the federal government’s
sharing in loeal, nrban adventines,

Yo York Nidetravks d—On the other side, New York (City has been
considerably fess sueeeszful in getting state assistanee, Political dif-
ferences hetween Governor Nolson Rocke febler and Mavor John Lind-
say have not Lielped matters, Rockefeller maintains Lindsay s an
incompetent administrator and has bronght disaster to New York:
Lindsay attributes simifar incompetence to the Governor. Unfortn-
nitely. this careless dizplay of polities has bt service and dwindled
resonrees to the eity, as one politician has tried to undermine another.
Natnraliv the elieurs have heen hut the most.

Having felt itself being left behind, the eity hegan to take steps to
help covreet the situation. Model Cities established a division of Fed-
eral. State Relations hecanse of evidence that the ¢ity wns not getting
its fair shave of stute funds, For example, in 1970 the city only received
&2.5 million tor 18 percent ) of 823052048 in HEW money distributed
by the state. vet it had 90 percent of the state's educationally disad-
vantaged, 62 percent of the economically disadvantaged children. 58
percent of all high schonl dropouts, and 30 percent of all jobs in the
state. And of the total state and federal allotment of %74 million, the
city was getting only ten pereent. The state’s jusification was that the
city had not developed the necessary administrative apparatus to op-
erate sond progims. Nevertheless, the city's efforts paid off. Under
leadership of the Model Cities division of Federal/State Relations
and important local congressional assistunce, the eity’s share of HEW
money was inereased to $L5 million in fiseul 1971, & substantial
improvenient.,

State distrnst of the Lindsay administration has been further dem-
onstrated Ly the ereation of the New York State Urban Development
Corporation. whieh has taken the initintive away from the city in the
development of housing and economic projects. For example, it is de-

E lil‘ C)ing one of the nation’s largest and most publicized projects, the
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$325 million Welware Island apartment and commercial complex in
the heart of New York City. Clearly, state aid is coming in forms that
give credit to the State and not Lindsay. Moreover, the state legisla-
ture. which has veto power over every city budget expenditure, has cut
many health and education programs at the city’s poor neighborhoods.
Thus, in the last two years, Model Cities money has become more im-
portant for filling gaps created by reduced appropriations—with the
city merely trying to maintain ongoing programs. This naturally has
had the effect of limiting the choices tor the use of Model Cities funds
and has seriously hurt the programs’ abili - to demonstrate innovative
results. even with a new source of flexible maiey.

Seattle Bencfited.—Scattle has received trong response from the
state, even though it has been mainly in the form of technical assist-
ance. At the beginning of Model Ciites. Governor Dan Evans appointed
six principal \V’ashington state officials—from Employment Secuvity.
Public Assistance, State Planning, State OEQ), and from Evan's per-
sonal staff—to assist the city in developing the program, As a result.
Seattle was able to develop the Model Cities/State fntemgency Team
and certain other coordinating mechanisms, such as the City Inter-
departmental Team. Seattle-King County Economic Opportunity
Board Liaison, and the Advisory Conncil Resource Committee, In
turn, this led Model Cities to develop a Department of Governmental
Relations. designed to consolidate etforts at cooperation, and, also an
Interagency Directors Committee, to involve agencies more closely in
local project planning and implementation. .

Although }ar from ideal. coordination and cooperation between the
state and city have improved immeasurably over the past several years,
For example, Model Cities and the State Department of Social and
Health Services staffs prepared joint grant applications for integrated
services to Seattle’s Skid Road area; and the Governor’s State Model
Cities Office was instrumental in the award of a federal grant to the
State Child Care Coordination Committee for technical assistance to
Model Cities for the development of a comprehensive plan for child
care, Agency after agency has provided assistance to the city; more-
over. Seattle Model Cities has been praised for its genius in motivating
other agencies and institutions to help it. Finally, the creation of the
State-City Task Force (which includes county and private agencies)
has advanced coordination even further and among more organiza-
tions.

Boston Passable Assistance.—Some states have limited their partici-
E::lon. The State of Massachusetts’ involvement in Model Cities has

n very sporadic, The State Department of Community Affairs has
offered only peripheral technical assistance to Boston, and most state
funds to the city have simply consisted of the formal pass-through
type. There has never been a single effective point at which the CDA
could a:ippmach the state ; therefore, Model (Clities Director Paul Parks
has had to negotiate trade-offs with state officials to gain assistance—
a game at which he is very adept. The hope for inproved coordination
and cooperation lies in the city’s Office of Planning and Program Co-
ordination. which has profited from Model Citics experience and is
now assuming much of the city’s coordinative vole. .

O ston Standard Assistance—Ohio too has not participated in an

E al way. Dayton has received only minor assistance from the
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State. However, the lessons of Model Cities and Planned Variations
are changing this. Through the creation of a State-City Task Force,
the State now plans to use Dayton as a model for demonstrating
maximum coordination of state programs in an urban area. Also,
the State Department of Urban Affairs and the Ohio Law Enforce-
ment Planning Agency are providing important funding to Dayton,
Nevertheless, finaneial assistance has been limited to a few functional
arcas. Mostly on its own, Dayton has been able to achieve modest
suceess in coordinating social service agencies. The Model Cities head
of sacial services, for example. now chairs the Health and Welfare
Planning Couneil’'s Comprehensive Coordinated Child Care body.
But employment agencies—in particular State Bureau of Employment
sServices, National Alliance of Businessmen, OIC, ete.—continue to
experience major problems associated with red tape and burcaucratic
defenses. On the other hand. the Model Cities Planning Council has
established good relationships with two other planning bodies—the
Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission and the Transportation
Coordinating Committee, Prior to Model Cities, there was little head-
way with these bodies, '

Indianapolis and Savannak Minimum Assistance.—The States of
Indiana and Georgin have participated in a minimal way. In Indian-
apolis. the State has limited itself to giving technical endorsement and
operating a few progras in the model neighborhiood. Private agen-
cies also have nnt been enthusiastic about assisting the Mode) Cities
Program. . ,

Tn Savannah. the A-95 review process has forced the State to be-
come more deeply involved. However, at least one problem—coordina-
tion— 1s not nearly as serious in this region as elsewhere because there
ure ouly cight conununitics in the metropolitan area to coordinate.
And greater state participation is beginning to take place under
Governor Jimmy' Carter, who has committed himself to-the concept
of area-wide planning and community action and who is taking the
léad to increase state funding and technical assistance to model neigh-
borhoods in the State. - .
Local Strategies and Stote Plans

The scope of problems assaciated with the Model Cities communities
clearly indicate the need for cities to develop intergovernmenta) re-
lations techniques. Cities need to develop adequate staffs and input
into the state system. Some Model Cities communities have developed
such capacity, passing it on to local government. In any case, staffs
(which may consist of as little as one person) should become
thoroughly familiar with state, regional, and local plans, normally
required for most federal programs. In order to develop an effective
level of cooperation. state and local staffs, usually by means of the
State’s Community Affairs Department. should see that state plans
and legislation include the following items:! (1) State notification
of all units of local government about the availability of formula
grant money and how to apply for it. (A simple point of entry for
federal money to the states would also be helpful.) (2) Distribution
of funds based on need factors, such as urban and rural geography,

1 HTTD gives an explanation of rome of the main elements of state-local cooyeratiou in
@ imunity Development Evaluation Series No. 3, Local Strategies to Affect State Plans
E MC‘M» of Pederal Funds, January, 1972.
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poverty, welfare elients, unemployed. aged. youth and other matters
peenlinr to disadvantaged areas. (3) lis_tul)hshmmlt of specifiv -
teria for funding priovities, aud the passing of a fixed percentage of
state fands to local governments so that the latter can Dbetter
plan  their own  steategies, (1) Reguirements  that  matching
fund cviteria be Hexible cnough <o that tinancially strapped com-
munities  can meet them.  (3)  Legislative  provision  permitting
localities to challenge provisions thev lelieve unfair, (6) State con-
trol of the informational process in order to keep localities fully
informed of all programs affecting them: and the authority for lo-
calities to review and sign-off on such projects, (7) Legislative nun-
date for local tregional aud/or cityv-county)—state coordinating
conmissions (fullv staffed) in principal funetional areas, snch as
employment. social services, eriminal justice and corvections, tinanee
and government organization. (8) Incentive (or discretionary) fund-
ing to loealities based on performance, improved government organi-
zation, and greater regional eooperation,

Private Rexponse

The solution 1o urban problems involves more than the need for
federal and state government action. It also requires private response,
which has been lacking in almost all Model Cities commnnities, The
participation of buxiness and union interests has heen extremely poor,
Tow often these interests have not wanted to get involved in loeal
conflicts and what they thonght were strictly government problems
anywav. On the other hand, private service agencies have been =ome-
what different, Since mmny were already involved in urban matters,
thev readily accepted Maodel Cities money which they badly needed
gnd which intensitied their involvement.

The lessons of Model Cities indicate that few urban problems will
he solved without the genunine participation of bhusinessmen and nnion
leaders and private agency heads. However, it is unlikely they will
get involved nnless the local chief execntive is able to motivate them,
and state officials. particularly the Governor and key legislators, are
able to demonstrate sincerity and leadership in establishing formal
mechanisms for coordination, cooperation. and investment. Further-
more, it scems clear that both federal and state funds are necessary
to create the proper investment base and ineentives an which private
interests will chance their money.

Private investment is more likely to come abont in the nrban ghetto
if cortain things oceur, Local government needs to take steps to de-
velop a comprehensive plan, ity goals. and a mechanism to pass bond
issnes. In this study, the most snecessful example of private initiative
is Neattle’ Forward Thrust. This is a group of business and civie
Teaders who have been instrumental in getting millions of dollars in
hond issnes approved and legislation (important to the eity) pnssed.
It has received over £320.999 in private contributions from more than
1000 husinesses and individnals, Its impressive record of accomplish-
ments inclhude assisting in passage of 20 measures throngh the state
legislatwre on highways, mass transit., pollution control, and strength-
ened city and comnty finances: helpine to pass seven major ecitv and
county bond ixsues totalling %3339 million and two state bond issues
fnvj ¥ million for loeal cavital improvements: helping to pass state

B lCnnu for revenne sharing to loealities : and developing numerons
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joint planning projects and more eflicient methods of operating local
govermuent. {t is now pushing for 25 connuunity centers, neighhor-
hood Tibrary facilities. and other human resource projects.

Although not & part of thisstady, the THartford Process—a coalition
al concerned metropolitan area (FHartford, Connecticut) business and
civie leaders who have contributed tinsmeial resourees and talent fov
the development of comprehensive commwmity goals and  growth
plans—is another excellent example of the maobilization of private
forces, 11 eities were able to combine such movenents a< Forwied
Thrust and the Havtford Process with connnnmity development strat-
ey, a siant step would be taken to =olving onr mest pressing wrban
})l'nlnl(-lns. At feast, iy cities now realize the =ignificance of com-
ining these processes, Furthermore, the experiences gained through
the trials amd ervors of Maodel Cities have piupointed many of the
ingredicnts necessary for sueeess,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



V1L Frperan Rovers rur Frrvre

There will always be a federal role in local and state government
affairs. Public employment policies, environmental laws, civil rights
legislation, mortgage assistance, and a host of other things will make
the federal government’s presence felt. Nevertheless, although the cities
and counties expect continued federal involvement. they are not par-
ticularly pleased with increased state intervention for fear it may
create another bureaucratic nightmare. Yet we have described areas
where cooperation is essential ; otherwise little progress will occur. As
it happens, most localities are willing to work with the foderal govern-
ment becanse of increased funding and the prodding they receive to
engage in policies they would not ordinarily want or dare to assume
responsibility for at hiome. The states can probably work themselves
into similar positions in respect to local government by increasing
state aid and improving their own organizations. Meanwhile if the
federal government intends to maintain or increase its credibility, it
will have to simplify its procedures and offer greater technical and
financial assistance.

We have already discussed some newer federal methods for improv-
ing local government eapacity. including annual arrangements. Chief
Executive Review and Comment, Federal Regional Councils, and
other assistance. The effectiveness of these devices would be improved
significantly by a more streamlined flow of funds and less diffused di-
rection from both the federal and state levels. The block giuut system
is one way of doing this. In addition. a commitment of an effective
level of national revenue for community development is needed, as
well as support from the public, both financial and civic.

Block Grants

Perhaps the most effective way to improve coordination is to con-
solidate programs. Block grants might best be able to do this from
the federal to the state and local levels. Numerous federal and local
administrators as well as principal city and county service organiza-
tions have endorsed this approach.

Recently the International City Management Association (ICMA)
advocated the sdontisn of block grants because of the almast impossi-
Dle task of coordinating and scheduling federal projects at the local
level.! For example. under categorical grants, for a project that in-
volves urban venewal, open space. and water and sewer grants. a city
or connty newds to follow three different application procedures dealing
with three sets of HUD officials, three sets of technical requirements,
three piles of paper, and three different time schedules. They would
like to see this nightmare eliminated and post-controls institated, the
latter which would have the further effect of reducing red-tape and yet
providing needed safeguards.

tement hefore the Senate Banking, Housing and Urhan Affalrs Committee, Suh-
‘tee on Houslng and Urhan Affairs, Hugh McKinley on behalf of Internationnl Clty
rment Assoclation, July 18, 1073, a3
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Dlinaed Verltions as o e (G ant,—-Both the Maodel Cities and
Paanned Variatons Programs offer some valuabile experience about
what may be expeeted from block grants and other relatively new ideas,
Planned Virtations was desizned to correct nany of the fanlts of the
Model Citiex Progran aaod at the soine thae serve as an intraduction
te ~pecial revenne sharving, 1t resulted from o review of the Model
Cities Prograni earvly in 1970 by the President™s Domestic Comneil and
closely fohowed the Adininistration’s efforts to reorganize federal
agencies, Sixteen cities have been receiving funds which will total
R157.2 million over a two-yvear period or longer and ave participating
in three variations which inclide: (1) extending progranuuing eity-
witle, 12) winimizing red-tape and federal reviews and (33 providing
stronger wayoral coordinating power throngh the CERC process.

fnoa JHUD first vear stidy of Planned Variations, the findings
indicate a number of changes from the original Mode! Cities 1'ro-
cram: (1) Federal resteaints have been redneed. most resouree alloea-
tion has been placed in the hands of the chief exeeative, and priorities
have changed from social to physieal progranming (43 percent in
shysical programs compared to 21 pereent ander Model Cities). (2)
L‘ml«-rnl response has mostly been aimed at simplifying procedures.?
Handhooks have been simplified and the average size of applieations
has been reduced by T5 pereent (399 pages in Model Cities compared
to 102 in Planned Varviations) : however, processing time has remained
unchanged from one and one-half to three months, Only four cities
have nsed the “waivers™ process. ereated to allow cities to identify
unnecessary administrative regnirements in eategorical programs, And
the Federal Regional Conneils have only moderately suppeorted the
program. It has been the “hands-off” policy of the area physical offices
which has resulted in greater local discretion and control than any-
thing else. (3) CERC has stimulated the development of citviide
strategies, and as a result, some cities have made major departmental
reorganizations. Intergovernmental tas!: forces have only been partly
successful in gaining state and county support. County involvement
has been minimal beeause they prefer that more mmoney and influeace
he given direetly to them. (4) Citizen participation has taken on a
different. character. becoming more advisory and tuking on a more
traditional “blue ribbon™ air in about half the cities, over the protests
of existing model neighborhood groups. The chief execntives now
appoint a greater percentage of Model Cities board members.®

2The Fedepn]l Asclstames Review (FAIDY progeam. begun in March 1969, atmed at
Improving federal rexponse by (11 placing geenter eeliance on state and loeal goveriments ;
t2) incrensing inter-departuental coordination : and ¢ reducing red tape anil speeding
:u-r\'ilm‘m. This resmaied in only nodest stievess, It was appareint more drastiec mensores were
ueeen.

cPlanned Variztlons First Yeap Survey, Community Development Evaluntion Serles No.
7. Dwepartment of Hoosing and Urban Development, October, 1972, pp. 1 55,
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Model Cities : Block (G rants and Commitme ni . —\lthough new prob-
lems may arise in the adininistration of block grants, the wisdom of
the tlexible use of funds has alveady been demonstrated. In the Model
Cities Program officials have been able to use funds for ahuost any
purpose to meet broad goals and objectives developed throngh com-
prehensive planning. It has been primarily through this system that
city oflicials have been able to look seriously at the totality of com-
munity problems and spend money as they see fit. The ability to use
funds broadly has encouraged city ofticinls to tackle unusnal problems
in formerly “restricted” area. The desivability to continue this motivat-
ing catalyst seems obvious, If it is not done through some system of
special revenue sharing or block grants, strong wrguments can be
made for continiing the Model Cities or Planned Variations approach
to maintain the momentum for governmental improvement and
respolsiveness,

Pending Legislation—There have been a number of bills introduced
to consolidate categorical grants for community development purposes.
The latest administration bill is the Better Conununities Act (B{A—
introduced in the House of Representatives as HR 7277, April 19,
1973 und in the Senate as S 1743, May 8, 1073), which differs consider-
ably from 1971 speem! reveaue sharing proposals. The new bill in-
cludes the followmg major differences (1) .\ poverty factor is now
included in the fornmla. This is similar to the 1972 House and Senate
block grant bills: however. BCA does not include “past performance”
or *housing condition™ factors which Congressional leaders wonld
like to see. (2) Counties over 200,000 and cities over 30,000 popnlation
(or designated center city) arve now automatically ineluded. This
means that many jurisdictions will be included which have little or no

EIKTC for this type of funding. which will simply decrease the amonnt
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of money high priority arcas need. (3) Hold harmless protection for
cities now participating would be phased out over four years and new
comununities would be phased in over three years. This means many
comniunities in dite need would be getting less money after hold
harmless runs out. (4) States are automatically entitled to funds for
which cities under 50.000 population would be eligible to apply.

There are other differences and controversial cleinents. The new bill
does not require a formal application from cities or counties. nor
does it require the spending of funds in matters of national priority.
This is in sharp contrast to both last year's and 1973 Congressional
bills which require a plan and an application designed to eliminate
and prevent blight, to facilitate additional housing opportunities, and
to provide commuaity facilities. BCA does require an annual state-
ment of community development objectives, past-performance state-
ments. and an evaluation of effectiveness. However, the chief complaint
from Congressional critics is that without a specific plan no work
will get done toward meeting national or local priorities. Furthermore
the Congress and the General Accounting Office (GAO) are afraid
that the Nixon Administration’s requirements for performance evalu-
ation are weak and non-enforceable.

There are other difficulties as well. The Better Communities Act
])rolposes to terminate seven categorical programs. while Congress
wishes to leave some of these programs alone. The 1972 Congressional
bills did not consohidate Model Cities: also. the Senate bill excluded
Section 312 rehabilitation grants and the House bill excluded water
and sewer programs. Another major critivisni by Congressional leaders
is that BCA does not contain any linkage between community develop-
ment and housing programs. Fin«lly. BCA has no requirement for
local financial sharing, no citize-1 participation, no A-95 review, and
no workable program.*

In spite of these difficulties, there appears to be general agreement
from all sources that a more simplified method of channeling federal
funds to the states and localities is needed. Most officials feel the need
for grantsmanship should be reduced and that cities and counties
should be allocated funds based on real needs. Iet us look in more dé-
tail at three aspects of the proposed Better Communities Act which
would severely hurt community development: (1) funds for many
cities would be cut: (2) there would he fewer incentives for local offi-
cials to face up to poverty and discrimination; and (3) citizens would
not be effectively involved. ' ’

1. The Distribution Formula—The distribution formula needs
changing if the most disadvantaged areas are to benefit. The proposed
formula—based on (1) size of population, (2) extent of housing over-
crowding, and (3) extent of poverty—does not truly reflect neighbor-
hood deterioration and poverty in most cases. The size of population
bears no relationship to the poverty population. Secondly, figures on
overcrowding and substandard units in poverty areas of the 100 largest
SMSA’s reveal no direct correlation between the “extent of overcrowd-
ing” and physical condition.®* In fact, says Richard T. LeGates and

4Mo_;t of the above major points of discussfon were derived from Better Communitica
“<y TR 7277, John Maguire, Director. National Assaciation of Housing and Redevelop-
LS ‘ﬂ’zc2'§l.1u i;nftixbn_;gtlon Center for Community Development, Journal of Housing, No. 5,
B -223, May ,
l: l C National Commission on Urban Problems, 1968, Table 8. pp. 1418,
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Mary C. Morgan in a recent issuc of the Journal of the American I'nsti-
tute of Planners, the most deteriorated urban areas do not have high
incidences of overcrowding. Furthermore, they indicate that although
the “extent of poverty™ is a valid measure of need, and “donble weight-
ing™ of this imlli('atm' is useful, it makes little difference because of the
nature of the formula. The wide range of population ratios in the
varions SMSA's minimize the significance of double weighting the
poverty indicator.® Because of the formula’s automatic nature, most
of the largest deteriorated urban areas will most likely reccive less
money than under ibe categorical system. Moreover, comprehensive
lanning and quality of life goals would probably be even less mean-
mgful (than under Model Cities), without the necessary funds to im-
plement programs.

2, Maintenance of Ejffort.—Because the Better Communities legis-
lation does not require loeal matching or maintenance of local effort,
it is likely many comnumities will simply use federal funds as a sub-
stitute for local money already allocated for some of these services,
Therefore, nrban areas may not only experience an eventual loss of
funds but less incentives to use money in the disadvantaged areas. Le-
(iates and Morgan point out that many of the programs now adminis-
tered with federal Tunds would not be carried out if local officials and
communities had to decide the priorities by direct vote. Certainly, the
poverty areas would suffer.

3. Citizen Involvement.—(itizen participation requirements in the
Better Communities Act are very similar to the past rather poor
expetiences with public hearings in transportation and urban renewal
programs. Minorities ferr that revenue sharing funds will be given
right back to the very officials, in many cases, who have been “racist in
the first place” and disinterested in improving the lot of the poor. As
we have pointed out for example, the Annual Arrangement process has
demonstrated only minimal and infrequent citizen involvement and
many of the Planned Variations cities have changed their citizen par-
ticipants from policymakers to advisors.

The Congress and community groups do not want to take any chances
ahout leaving the idea of resident participation up to local officials.
The Senate more than the House has taken a leading role in this, adding
amendments to the proposed special revenue sharing legislation. For
example. the language in Senate Bill 3248, passed ﬁgarch 2, 1972 (but
left ont by the House). is believed by federal Community Develop-
ment officials to be stronger than the original Model Cities language.
It reads as follows in regards to the cities’ obligation to carry out the
bill's mandates: “. . . has afforded adequate opportunity for citizen
participation in the development of the annual application and has
provided for the meaningful involvement of the residents of areas in
which community development activities are to be concentrated in the
planning and execution of these activities, including the provision of
adequate information and resources.” *

The bill is stronger for two reasons: (1) it provides for meaningful
resident involvement in all areas (not just the model area) of the city

* “The Perils of Special Revenue Sharing for Commnnn‘v Development,” Richard T.
{:a?a"t'v;s \:}nd‘ Mar{’ 5(:’ giorgan. Journal of the American Inatitute of Planners, July, 1973,
). 39, No., 4, p, 37~ .
* Kenate Bill g' 3248 Houslng and Urban Development Act of 1972, passed March 2, 1972,
Q '7(ar(3)(c) pp. 151-132,
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where any significant community developuient activities are to take
place, and (2} it ealls for adequate infurmation and vesourees to
enable citizens to do their part. (Oviginal Madel Cities legislation
did not specially call for the provision of adequate resourees.)

Providing adequate resources nay be the wost important element
hecause it gives eitizens the ability to develop technieal and politieal
know-how to earry ont strategies, Moveover, if vesidents are to e
given resonrees, it makes it atl the more impovtant that loeal offieinls
devise participation plans that are meaningful and workable =o that
funds will be used to the hest advantage, Federal encouragement to
do nothing about citizen participation can only eanse frustration and
further alienation among local gronps, It would be foolhamdy to
dictate plans of participation to locatities: however, gidelines of
successful expevienees wonld be helpful. Furthermore, if genuine and
widespread local decision-making is to take place. there is an obliga-
tion on the part of the nation’s leaders to enconinge more effective
demoeratie processes and also to indicate the desirable levels and kinds
of participation,

Coanenctient

Even with block grants it xeems probable that Congress will con-
tinne to appropriate finyds for projects to meet special Conaressional
objectives. Thus, a svstem of hloek grants (in alt major funetional
arens) eonld provide the basis for a coordinated, move simplified
method for dealing with the eities’ problems at the same time other
finds are used as incentives and for expediting programs. s a
practical matter, categorieal funding i onr politieal system seemns
here to stav, Possibly, the best we can hope for is the consolidation
of sonte categorieal grants or funding of 2 variety of grants through
multi-npplications,

Furthermore, bheenuse of the minimal level of fanding vequested
for commnnity development and its wide dispersal to over 1200 cities
and counties, nelan pressures will mount for the exeentive branch and
the Congress to approve separate blocks of funds in order to make
woals and plans renlistic. The magnitude of these demands might
very well be double what is now being <pent in the urban arveas. or
an additional £33 or 40 hillion annually. For example, the preliminary
comprehensive plan in Dorchester (a distriet within Boston of abont
130,000 yesidents) projects & mininmne exnenditure of %50 million
annually for the next ten vears, exclusive of honsing mortgages.® This
ean be effectively multiplied 700 to 800 times in the United Ntates,
taking into aceount large and small areas of need. We know that nnder
Madel Cities the comitment of funds never approached the threshold
necessary to cope with the extent of the problem. Proposed funding
under hlock grants does not do it cither: therefore, special purpose
erants and different. formulas will most likely emerge, This will be
especially trne if Congress demands that the cities ad counties pre-
pare realistic applications and that evalnations he sufticiently stringent
to enable the federal government to initiate penalties and enforce
complianee,

Under conditions where local officials demonstrate adequate por-
f()l‘l:l!lll('('. the federal government and taxpayer will be more likely

<

E MC heeter Comprehenaive Community Project, Porchester Aren Planning Action Caune
& Giraham, Fxecutlve Director, January 24, 1973,
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Ho
to pass on the vast sgotnts of money teeded to solve the urban erisis,
Performance will not necessarily faprove merely by giving loeal
officials greater diserotionary awthority, evon thongh cHowing the
ity to devise s ovn process of implementation a0 good idea,
.\'tl'vll;:tlu'llinj_' the chief exeentive lllt'n":‘h the deviee: :lh't':lll_\‘ Jdis-
enssed and designing policy and iaformation svstetns which make
city couneils cooperative partner<, not antagonists, are important,
Sotting up a “talent bank™ on the seale, for example. nsed to recruit
the best skills available for the natiop’s aevospaee programs is needed
for the cities. And further, consideration oaght to he civen to sending
teams of experts (hoth government and private) into cities for long
weriods of thne (two or three vears or longer) to solve special prob-
e and complete troubled projectss and then pass on to other cities,

The nation cannot afford to let even one ety fail. On the other
hand, the withholding of assistance will be necessary to seente com-
phanee in many eases, even if only temporary, The fears of govern-
ment leaders tand GAO wmouitors)y arve veal in recard to non-per-
forwanee, political intevfevence, and favoritism, The way that we
can face up to matters of performance and reaching goals 1= to bring
them to pnblic attention and then concentrate full efforts on achieving
them. Conununity participation, namagement eapacity and new or-
ganizatiomal technigques are all nececaey elements for improving per-
formanee. However, in the past, many of the deliciencies found in
Model Cities and other connnunity developiment progrims have been
generated by feelings of failure and lack of national purpose and
general public intrest. This need< to be changed. _

There are many local and federal leaders who feel confident abont
the mation’s technieal ability to solve the wban erisis. Assuredly,
the problews ave complex—full employvinent, eritie reduction, meet-
ing honsing needs. gaining commuuity support, cte, Nevertheless, the
only way they will he solved iz by focusing leadership on the problems
and persistently trving alternative solntions, In short, there needs to
be a national pledge to reach goals, a willingness to aceept failuves,
make corrections and mwove ahead ngain, reaardless of the ditfevences
in political styles and governmental proeesses, A= vet we have not
made the necessary commitments, cither in purpose or resources,
Madel Cities provided initial momentnm in small geographie arveas.
Thix conld very well dissolve awav, and the investient with it, if
we fail to appreciate the signiticance of the Model Cities expeviment.
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